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ABSTRACT 
A computer model has been developed for the purpose of allocating 
funds, by department, within a university. ·This model categorizes each 
class as one of three types--lecture, problem solving, or laboratory. 
A standard class size is assigned to each type--40, 25, and 10 respec-
tively. Combining the previous year's head count for each class with 
the credit-hour value of each class, a faculty position count for every 
department is generated. 
Administrative positions, staff positions, operating expense, and 
operating capital funds are calculated using various combinations of 
factors involving student credit hours, faculty positions, and class 
type. Factors used by the model were derived from historical averages 
as reported in the requisite literature. These factors are generally 
alterable by user input to meet the general requirements of the institu-
tion. Faculty salary figures were taken from the Oklahoma Salary Survey 
for 1984, and staff salary figures from the Career Service Salary Plan 
used in the State of Florida. 
A frequently used computer program, Lotus 1-2-3, was used to 
implement the model. This software package is a spreadsheet that offers 
limited programming capability through a facility called "keyboard 
macros." This function allows a transparent operation for the user; 
he/she simply responds to program prompts and receives a printout of 
model outputs. 
The model was verified by testing it against an actual allocation 
involving the College of Arts and Sciences at the University of Central 
Florida. The pilot study was used as a means of verifying the model's 
reasonableness as a budgetary tool. The model-generated allocation mix 
was used to apportion the actual allocation for 20 departments within a 
college. A study was undertaken to compare and analyze differences 
between actual and model-generated figures. Where large variations 
existed, an analysis was performed to determine the cause. 
This model represents a step toward incorporating the concepts of 
fixed and variable costs into the internal allocation process and 
encourages the use of personal computers to assist in budgetary 
planning. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Problem Statement 
The purpose of this project was to design an internal resource 
allocation model for use in higher education as a guide for distributing 
education and general funds to the various areas. 
The fundamental task was to develop a model that was easily 
understood, practical, able to discriminate between fixed and variable 
costs at the departmental level, and yet flexible enough to allow for 
intra-departmental cost differences. The model was intended to provide 
information to assist decision makers in allocating funds to colleges 
within a university. 
Background and Significance of the Project 
The literature abounds with articles concerning declining enroll-
men ts, faculty layoffs, and funding cuts in higher education. After 
years of continuous growth, many institutions in higher education are 
experiencing declining enrollments, increasing costs, and decreasing 
appropriations. This situation is forcing state and institutional 
administrators to analyze the processes by which public higher education 
has been funded in the past. It is becoming increasingly apparent that 
many methods used to appropriate and allocate funds during periods of 
enrollment growth are ineffective during decline. Emphasis is shifting 
toward budget allocation methods and student retention. 
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Declining enrollments present a noteworthy problem dealing with 
both the quantity of .students and quality of education. Nationally, 
18-year-olds comprise 75 percent of the first-time-in-college students 
(Ihlanfeldt, 1980). Based on current birth rate trends, the number of 
18-year-olds peaked in 1980 and is expected to decrease by approximately 
20 percent by 1990 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977; Stafford, 1984). 
While projections vary slightly, the consensus is that the pool of 
traditional students is declining nationally (Floyd, 1982; Lozier & 
Althouse, 1982; Maier and Kolka, 1973; Mortimer & Tierney, 1979). If 
institutions wish to maintain current enrollment levels, it seems 
logical to assume that an effort must be made to expand current markets 
and improve services. 
In 1850 Francis Wayland, president of Brown University, said: 
Our colleges are not filled because we do not furnish the 
education desired by the people. We have produced an article 
for which the demand is diminishing. We sell it at less than 
cost, and the deficiency is made up by charity. We give it 
away, and still the demand diminishes. Is it not time to 
inquire whether we cannot furnish an article for which the 
demand will be, at least, somewhat more remunerative? (Maier 
and Kolka, 1973, p. 433) 
A more recent statistic might emphasize the relevance of Dr. Wayland's 
statement: "General Motors allows $900 per employee for tuition, but 
only one-tenth of one percent of the employees take advantage of it" 
(Mortimer & Tierney, 1979). Administrators in the future will, very 
likely, be spending more time analyzing demand, quality, and cost of 
their product, in addition to emphasizing innovativeness and exploring 
non-traditional markets. Declining enrollments coupled with increasing 
costs and decreasing revenues support Mortimer's prediction of the three 
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R's of the eighties, "reduction, reallocation, and retrenchment" 
(p. 24). Education is a $50 billion per year business, yet it has taken 
a turnabout in enrollment to prompt most administrators to more closely 
review the uses and sources of these monies (Ihlanfeldt, 1980). 
Expenditures for education increased more than 800 percent from 
1958 to 1978 making it one of the world's fastest growing and largest 
service industries (Mortimer & Tierney, 1979). During this period of 
growth, details concerning how funds were being allocated were not a 
major concern at university, college, or departmental levels. It would 
be naive to say the allocation of resources was not an issue during this 
time, but the methods used to allocate these funds were not generally 
the product of rigorous study or research. This lack of rigor normally 
went unchallenged, as long as each recipient was budgeted more money 
this year than for the previous year. Declining enrollments mixed with 
other socio-economic perturbations, such as unemployment, inflation, 
government policy, and local influences has marked the end of a growth 
era and the beginning of a reduction-in-budget era. 
According to several authors, a major problem facing administrators 
in this new era is that they are not trained to deal with decline 
(Ihlanfeldt, 1980; Zammuto, 1982; Cameron, 1982). Cameron identifies 
three components associated with this problem: (a) administrators only 
have experience with growth, (b) values and ideology of our culture 
equates growth and expansion with effectiveness, (c) organization theory 
is based on assumptions of growth ••• decline is ignored. Educational 
administrators of the eighties must become familiar with the cost 
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structure of their institutions and the inequities associated with past 
allocation procedures. 
While there are many papers dealing with resource allocations from 
the state to the university, few universities are willing to share 
internal allocation procedures (Mortimer, 1979). It can be concluded, 
however, that many state allocation problems, although broader in 
nature, also apply to higher education institutions, e.g., faculty 
salaries, tenured positions, average funding formulas, program mix, and 
other factors. A review of the literature supports the need for new 
approaches dealing with allocation of resources in higher education, and 
particularly the need to develop · alternatives to average costing 
formulas and across-the-board budget cuts (Gross, 1979; Lyell, 1979; 
Mingle, 1982; Monical & Shoenecker, 1979). 
A study by the American Association for Higher Education recommends 
that its executive budget staff concentrates on a technical review of 
mathematical procedures, the portion of revenue by type of institution, 
and on aid in developing formulas for use at the legislative level 
(Gross, 1979). Historically, most of the formulas used to allocate 
funds have centered around average costing, ignoring to a great extent 
the concepts of fixed and variable costs. Gross states that, 
"Obviously, much study in developing new formula or non-formula 
approaches is needed. One of the more obvious solutions to the linear 
cost syndrome is to substitute marginal for average costs as formula 
factors" (p. 5). Allen and Topping (1979) point out the difficulty of 
separating fixed and variable costs and warn that the complexities 
associated with a pure marginal costing approach ignore the goal of 
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keeping formulas easy to understand. The issues surrounding various 
funding approaches are addressed in the literature review chapter. 
The output of this project is a computerized model that can be used 
as a guide for allocating resources within a university or college. 
What makes this model unique and particularly appropriate for this time 
is that it is designed to be used during either retrenchment or growth. 
It goes beyond average costing, yet is not as complex as a pure marginal 
costing approach. It is also unique in that the model is executed on a 
standard micro-computer using readily available Lotus 1-2-3 software. 
This affords the administrator the flexibility of performing simulations 
and obtaining allocation guidelines immediately. Additionally, the 
model is flexible in that funding parameters can be inserted, deleted, 
or modified to fit special needs or characteristics of an institution or 
department. 
Definition of Terms 
Fixed costs are costs that remain constant. They do not vary in 
total with changes in enrollment level, within a relevant range, e.g., 
the dean's salary. A variable cost however, can fluctuate in response 
to enrollment changes. In its purest sense a variable cost would be 
expected to fluctuate directly in proportion to changes in enrollment. 
However, many variable costs do not behave exactly like pure variable 
costs. For example, labor represents a step-variable cost because 
full-time positions are added as enrollment increases. To overcome the 
complexities associated with cost behaviors the "accountant usually 
takes a straight-line approach because he can generally assume that the 
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curve is straight within the relevant range" Horgren, 1972, p. 236). A 
relevant range of enrollment is the span between the low and high 
enrollment levels at which an institution might reasonably be expected 
to operate during a given time period. In other words, it is the normal 
range of enrollment for the university. 
The average cost of educating one full-time student is computed by 
dividing the total cost, regardless of cost behavior, by the number of 
full-time equivalent (FTE) students. This differs from the concept of a 
marginal cost, where the varying increment in total cost is defined as 
the cost of educating one additional full-time student. 
Resources are education and general (E&G) funds allocated to the 
university by the state. Excluded are external sources of funds such as 
contracts, grants, endowments, etc. Instruction and research (I&R) 
resources include only the education and general funds for instruction, 
research, and public service. Excluded are E&G funds provided for all 
other university operations such as physical plant, student services, 
institutional support, and academic support. 
Instruction and research resources are often allocated in four 
categories---salaries, temporary personnel, operating expenses, and 
operating capital expenses. Salary allocations are earmarked for 
regular, continuing faculty and staff positions. Temporary personnel 
monies are provided for student assistants, adjunct faculty, temporary 
support positions, and other contractual services. Operating expense 
allocations are for ordinary equipment maintenance, travel, supplies, 
and other items expected to be consumed within the current period. 
Operating capital expense monies are provided for the acquisition of 
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equipment, furniture, and other material items expected to benefit more 
than the current period. 
Class type includes three categories of classes--lecture, problem 
solving, and laboratory. The lecture type is defined as a course where 
more than 50 percent of the contact hours are devoted to lecturing. A 
problem solving class expends more than 50 percent of the contact hours 
in discussion, speech, case study, problem solving, etc., whereas a 
laboratory course requires individual stations and one-to-one 
supervision •. 
Level of instruction refers to lower, upper, and graduate level 
course work. Lower level includes freshman and sophomore courses, upper 
level comprises junior and senior level courses, and graduate level is 
master- and doctoral-level courses. Normally, courses are numbered by 
level with lower level courses beginning with the number of one or two, 
upper courses beginning with three or four, and graduate courses with 
five, six, or seven. 
Standard enrollment is the ideal number of students by class type, 
whereas actual enrollment is the number of students enrolled in the 
course the previous year. 
Instruction and research activities include all E&G funded academic 
activities at the college level. Teaching activities refers to 
teaching, advising, supervision, and related duties. Community service 
activities include public service, professional activities, and other 
related assignments not defined as instruction or research. Research 
refers to E&G sponsored research and professional development. A 
full-time teaching load is defined as the number of course credit hours 
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each full-time equivalent (FTE) teaching faculty member is expected to 
teach per week. 
Courses are grouped by program and discipline. Disciplines are 
categorized in accordance with the guidelines provided by the Higher 
Education General Information System (REGIS). This categorization is 
also used by Gillian (1984) in preparing his annual national faculty 
salary average survey. 
Lotus 1-2-3 is the software package used to execute the allocation 
model. It combines advanced electronic worksheet concepts with comput-
erized graphics, and sophisticated data processing functions. It is 
flexible, easy to understand, requires no programming knowledge, and 
runs on most of the popular desktop micro-computers. 
acronym for the Internal Resource Allocation Model. 
Basic Assumptions 
The assumptions of this project were as follows: 
IRAM is the 
a. Funds available for allocation were not earmarked for special 
purposes. 
b. On the average, differences in class size by level were 
insignificant or unwarranted. 
c. On the average, the weighting associated with defining class 
types would not result in significant misallocations. 
d. One FTE instructional faculty member would teach 12 credit 
hours per week. University policy or state law generally establishes 
the minimum full-time instructional load. 
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e. Facilities were not limited with respect to class size or 
number of classes. 
f. All academic programs could be classified by discipline, in 
accordance with the REGIS taxonomy. 
g. The University of Central Florida, Orlando, Florida, U.S.A., is 
a typical, mid-size state university model. 
Limitations of the Project 
The output of this model is limited in application by the following 
factors: 
a. The model does not generate an ideal budget, but rather appor-
tions actual allocated funds. 
b. The model is designed for academic allocations within the 
university, and therefore, excludes allocations for physical plant, 
library, etc. 
c. All costs are classified as fixed or variable within the 
relevant enrollment range. 
d. Variable costs vary directly with, but not in proportion to 
credit hours due to the step-variable element of full-time positions. 
e. For purposes of simplicity, course credit hours have been 
equated with course contact hours. 
f. The output of the model is intended to provide guidance to the 
administrator. It does not represent an all-inclusive allocation 
formula to which discretionary adjustments should not be made. 
g. The model excludes resource allocation procedures for physical 
plant, student services, institutional support, etc. These allocations 
are made at higher administrative levels. 
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h. General education courses required by the university can be 
identified and are funded at one 100 percent before additional program 
courses are funded. 
i. The model used historical data from a medium-size public 
university to determine the number of research, service, administrative, 
and staff positions allocated. 
j. This model's usefulness is limited to ongoing operations, and 
does not account for initial start-up costs associated with new programs 
or phase out costs associated with discontinued programs. 
Procedures for Developing the Model 
The model is designed to accommodate four budgetary funds--
salaries, temporary personnel, operating expenses, and operating capital 
expenses for equipment and furnishings. The procedures and data neces-
sary for designing the model follow. 
Salaries 
This portion of the model addresses the instruction and research 
faculty, followed by the administrative faculty and staff positions. 
The positions are identified as fixed or variable and are funded based 
on national and state salary averages. 
The input parameters necessary to determine the required number of 
teaching faculty positions include enrollment by course and course 
credit hours. Each course is assigned a class type which is used to 
generate the standard enrollment for that course. The model then 
computes the required number of positions by academic department. This 
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calculation is based on the actual student credit hours (SCH) and 
standard SCH where actual SCH is the product of course enrollment and 
course credit hours, and standard SCH is the standard course enrollment 
multiplied by the number of credit hours defined as a full-time teaching 
load. 
Teaching 
Positions = 
Actual Enrollment x Course Credit Hours 
Standard Enrollment x Full-time Teaching Load 
The numerator consists of data obtained from the previous year's actual 
student records, which means that there is a one-year time lag in the 
model. To compensate for using historical data, a small portion of the 
budget can be withheld and a midyear allocation made based on fall 
enrollments. This approach is preferred to linear or multi-variable 
regression analysis for enrollment projections, since it is less complex 
and emphasizes current instructional activities. Also, only minor 
variations should occur among healthy established departments, so most 
of the midyear reallocation adjustments impact the new, rapidly growing, 
or retrenching programs. 
The next step is to incorporate an allocation for faculty research 
and community service activities into the model. Each department is 
treated identically regardless of discipline. That is, it is assumed 
that each discipline participates proportionately in non-teaching 
activities. Historical data and national averages are used as inputs. 
The total number of I&R faculty positions are determined by summing 
the research, service, and teaching positions. To fund these positions, 
national salary averages, by discipline and by rank, are incorporated 
into the model. All courses required by the university as part of the 
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lower level general education program are fully funded before remaining 
funds are apportioned. 
Faculty positions required to teach freshman and sophomore courses 
are funded at the instructor level, whereas all other classes are funded 
at the national salary average for assistant, associate, and full 
professor ranks by discipline. 
The cost of instruction and research faculty is classified as a 
variable cost. Administrative faculty positions contain elements of 
both variable and fixed costs. To incorporate the variable element into 
the model, one administrative position per 50 instructional faculty 
positions is allocated for assistant dean positions along with a depart-
mental variable increment. 
Finally, the fixed administrative faculty costs are added to the 
variable costs. Included in this category is the cost of the adminis-
trative positions such as deans, and department chairpersons. 
Staff positions are allocated in a fashion similar to administra-
tive faculty. Included in the fixed category is· one staff assistant per 
dean, one secretary per assistant dean, and one secretary per department 
chairperson. Positions necessary to staff any laboratories or other 
special units are treated as special allocations. Variable staff 
positions are allocated on the basis of the number of variable faculty 
positions at the rate of 1 for every 14 instructional faculty positions. 
Temporary Personnel 
Part II of the model deals with the allocation of funds for 
temporary personnel. This category provides funds for hiring student 
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assistants, graduate assistants, adjunct faculty, temporary staff, and 
other contractual services. These monies are allocated based on the 
number of variable faculty positions. The model funds 10 percent of the 
generated teaching positions with temporary personnel monies and the 
remaining funds in accordance with the input parameters. 
Operating Expenses 
Part III of the model addresses operating expense allocations. The 
model allows for both a fixed and variable element. The fixed alloca-
tion is per department and the variable is based on the number of 
instructional positions. The resulting expense allocation is mixed, 
with a portion fixed and a portion variable. This approach does not 
examine each type of expenditure and classify it according to cost 
behavior. The time, cost, and subjectivity associated with the addi-
tional effort are not cost effective and may not result in increased 
accuracy. Additionally, strict adherence to marginal costing would have 
resulted in a model that would be difficult to. understand and imprac-
tical to apply. 
Operating Capital Expenses 
Part IV allocates operating capital expenditures. As previously 
defined, this includes funds for acquiring equipment and furnishings 
such as micro-computers, laboratory equipment, typewriters, file 
cabinets, etc. These funds are allocated based on a fixed amount per 
department and a variable amount per instructional faculty position. 
Funds required for non-recurring laboratory and other equipment are 
treated as special allocations. 
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Procedures for Testing the Model 
Actual data was obtained from the College of Arts and Sciences, 
University of Central Florida, and used as input to the model. This 
college was selected because it has 19 departments with faculty sizes 
varying from 3 to 2 7 members. All three types of classes--lecture, 
problem solving, and laboratory--are represented by this college with 
class sizes currently ranging from 1 to 296 students. 
For this analysis the college had already received its allocation 
from the university, and the question to be answered was, "How should 
these funds be divided among the 19 departments and the dean's office?" 
The model was designed to calculate an allocation for each college 
within the university. For testing purposes, however, the model was 
operated in the College of Arts and Sciences, one layer below the 
university-wide level. 
By inputting actual data, the results were analyzed to detect 
possible procedural difficulties, and to test the reasonableness of the 
model as a viable administrative tool. This. testing procedure was 
judged to exercise the model sufficiently to verify its worth as a 
practical internal allocation guide. 
CHAPTER II 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Retrenchment, flexibility, budget cuts, reduction-in-force, 
resource allocation procedures, and planning have been key descriptors 
in higher education finance literature in recent years. With emphasis 
on decreasing funding, budget allocation methods are being scrutinized 
more closely than ever. This fiscal stress has prompted administrators 
to revisit budget allocation procedures used during times of expansion. 
As a result, these administrators are becoming familiar with cost 
accounting principles. The ability to detect financial warning signals 
via trend, ratio, and variance analyses, and understanding the behavior 
of educational costs is a must for sound budgeting (Tucker, 1977). 
Decisions to be made during retrenchment are not easy ones. The 
budget allocation process is becoming more complex as a result of a 
variety of considerations such as new technology programs, federally 
mandated policies, shifting demand, collective bargaining agreements, 
and changing costs. The array of planning alternatives used to allevi-
ate the impact of increased costs or budget cuts include eliminating 
duplicate programs, combining or closing campuses, reviewing programs, 
developing recruitment programs, promoting early retirement, negotiating 
voluntary pay cuts, soliciting alternative funding, etc. (Bieschke, 
1978; Belanger, 1983). Regardless of the alternatives selected, it is 
generally agreed that budget allocation procedures require 
modifications. 
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Administrators are finding that funding models used during past 
growth periods are inappropriate for periods of decline, and that 
across-the-board cuts are of limited value during retrenchment. This is 
especially true for smaller academic units, where a small percentage cut 
can have a large impact (Braun, 1979). 
Budget allocation procedures currently in use can be categorized as 
incremental , rational, or formula-based (Floyd, 1982). An explanation 
of the basic differences between these methods may be helpful prior to 
reviewing recent formula-based models. 
Incremental approaches generally identify a base amount, normally 
the amount allocated the previous year, and add increments for infla-
tion, additional identified costs, or new programs. This method assumes 
the previous year's budget was an equitable one. Its popularity can be 
attributed, for the most part, to its simplicity and security. Incre-
mental budgeting was widely used during the growth era when base budgets 
were almost never questioned and additional funds were allocated in 
increments. Each unit was generally funded, as a minimum, at last 
year's level. As a result, budgets were able to "absorb mistakes and 
persevere" (Maier and Kolka, 1973, p. 433). This analysis adds credence 
to Cameron's (1982) claim that administrators have been conditioned to 
deal with growth but not with decline. They have not had the training, 
educationally or professionally, to cope with stability or retrenchment. 
Other major criticisms surrounding incremental budgeting are the assump-
tion that the previous year's budget is fair, and the lack of matching 
between goals and funding (Mortimer, 1979). 
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Rational approaches include planning, programming and budgeting, 
zero-based budgeting and performance budgeting. Here, the primary goal 
is to reflect planning objectives into the budget. These methods demand 
a periodic review of expenditures by program, and do not "allow tradi-
tion to justify expenditures, only clear priorities" (Bieschke, 1978, 
p. 42). 
While rational approaches have many merits, they are considered 
time-consuming, politically unstable, and economically non-motivational 
(Bieschke, 1978; Floyd, 1982). It is important to retain an element of 
economic motivation. Rational approaches are dysfunctional in this 
respect, since efforts to economize do not provide benefit to the 
prudent party (Floyd, 1982). 
Rational approaches fail for a variety of reasons, including the 
lack of implementation time, the absence of a clear decision-making 
structure, the difficulty of prioritizing programs, and the volume of 
information and detail that can lead to political instability (Bieschke, 
1978). 
Formula approaches exist in a variety of forms. Often the formulas 
are used as guidelines, to provide justification for appropriation 
requests, or as a "starting point after which a number of nonformula 
adjustments are made" (Floyd, 1982, p. 19). The Michigan Department of 
Education completed a study in 1976 and reported that essentially all 
states used formulas in their budget process in one form or another 
(Floyd, 1982). 
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The support for formula approaches lies in their objective nature. 
A calculated number carries with it the implication of accuracy and 
undisputable absoluteness, which tends to reduce potential conflict 
between parties contending for funds. Also, an element of predicta-
bility is incorporated into the allocation process. 
The original demand for budget formulas is attributed to the 
educational growth era. Formulas were viewed as means of providing 
equity in the appropriation process. They were easy to use, which made 
them attractive to state and local level government agencies involved 
with budget allocations (Gross, 1979). 
A summary of the advantages of formula budgeting (Millett, 1974) 
includes decreased political conflict, objectivity in the appropriation 
base, and simplification of the budget request process. 
Some critics fear that enrollment-driven formulas will result in 
what Gross describes as the "formula numbers game" (p. 4). He reports 
that intensive enrollment recruiting might result in tactics that are 
"ethically dubious if not illegal and will compromise integrity and lead 
to the deterioration of higher education" (p. 5). Examples cited 
include proliferation of off-campus programs of questionable value, 
lowering of academic standards, admission of students lacking in basic 
skills, and grade inflation. 
Models used at the state level have been historically complex, zero 
based, without consideration for differences among institutions, without 
start-up cost provisions, discriminatory against high-cost programs, 
without provisions for "quality education" or non-traditional educa-
tional activities, and linear in nature (Floyd, 1982; Gross, 1979). 
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The linear cost syndrome has been the topic of many recent budget 
discussions. Originally, linear allocations were easy to implement and 
afforded the recipient a margin of safety to compensate for the lag in 
state allocations. But linear formulas can be devastating during 
retrenchment. They are centered around average costing concepts and the 
average cost of educating a student is greater than the marginal cost. 
It is not surprising that there were few objections to average costing 
during the growth era, but these same institutions were quick to speak 
out during periods of decline when it became obvious that costs did not 
decrease in direct proportion to enrollment (Allen and Topping, 1980; 
Gross, 1979; Millett, 1974; Yeager and Linhart, 1978). 
According to a 1979 study, the only thesis found on the topic of 
cost structure was written at the end of a period of decline in the late 
1930s. At that time the author stressed the importance of understanding 
the concepts of fixed and variable costs in education (Lyell, 1979). 
According to Floyd's ( 1982) study fixed and variable costing formulas 
are the only ones that have gained recent support. 
Legislators and academic administrators are now becoming aware of 
the latest terminology in formula budgeting--average cost and marginal 
cost. Average cost is the total cost divided by the number of units of 
output, whereas marginal cost is the cost of producing one additional 
unit of output. In educational terms, average cost usually refers to 
the average cost of educating one full-time student, and marginal cost 
refers to the cost of educating one additional full-time student. 
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Attention is being directed toward budget formulas in an effort to 
more equitably allocate funds during times of stable or declining 
enrollment. The Education Commission of the United States identified 
formula modifications being considered to alleviate enrollment-driven 
allocation formulas. Effort is being made by some states to differ-
entiate between fixed and variable costs, thereby including marginal 
funding concepts into the funding formula. Other states are incorpor-
ating an averaging procedure whereby funds are allocated on the basis of 
average enrollment over a specified number of years. This moving 
average element decreases the impact of extreme variations in enrollment 
from year to year (Floyd, 1982). 
Three possible alternatives for estimating marginal costs are: (a) 
statistical, (b) incremental, (c) and fixed-variable estimation. 
Brinkman (1981) concluded that the problems associated with statisti-
cally estimating marginal costs are complex and often lead to indeter-
minable outcomes. Problems center around assumptions related to error 
terms, variables, and cost behaviors. The type," size, and program mix 
of the various institutions can complicate marginal cost estimates and 
must be approached cautiously (Brinkman, 1981; O'Connor, 1983). 
The incremental method determines the impact of a change in enroll-
ment in total cost, whereas the fixed-variable cost method separates 
fixed costs from those that vary with enrollment (O'Connor, 1983). 
Incremental and fixed-variable costing concepts were incorporated 
into a marginal cost curve (Brinkman, 1981). Here, actual costs were 
extracted from the Higher Education General Information Surveys. The 
intent of the model was to depict average and marginal cost behaviors 
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based on the size and type of institution. The author points out that 
the estimated marginal cost curves are an important element in under-
standing the relationship between level of enrollment and funding, but 
warns that these curves can change dramatically by, for example, merely 
altering the student-faculty ratio. 
In a study conducted by Gross (1977), it was found that 22 states 
were using formula budgeting that generally fell into one of three 
categories--a rate-per-base-factor unit, a base-factor-position ratio 
with salary rates, and a percentage-of-base-factor method. An example 
of rate-per-base-factor unit would be student credit hours times a fixed 
dollar amount. An example of the base-factor-position ratio with salary 
rates would be determining faculty positions via the student-faculty 
ratio, then multiplying the number of positions by the average salary 
rates. A percentage-of-base-factor example would be setting library 
support at 10 percent of the instruction and research budget. 
The Academic Resource Evaluation Guideline (Braun, 1979) is an 
analytical model that projects the number of faculty positions by 
department in proportion to course load. Non-teaching activities such 
as research and community service are eliminated from the formula 
because it is assumed that these activities are performed in proportion 
to teaching activities. Full-time faculty positions are based on the 
number of student credit hours divided by the average section size. The 
resulting number is then divided by the faculty work load to determine 
the number of faculty positions. The formula-generated positions are 
compared to actual positions and the information is forwarded to the 
university budget committee for use as a budget allocation guideline. 
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This model is significant because it generates data at the college and 
departmental levels. Even though only faculty positions are calculated, 
it provides a first step toward the design of a comprehensive internal 
allocation model. 
A departmental instructional planning model developed by Minor 
(1979) adds a salary component to Braun's model. This model was 
developed to assist in long-range faculty recruitment planning. It is 
based on productivity ratios and generates faculty positions which are 
tied into a continuous salary schedule. The output projects the future 
salary needs of faculty and stresses flexibility in terms of responding 
to changes in student demand with respect to staffing. 
Mortimer's study (1979) emphasizes the importance of being familiar 
with instructional costs by level. The reported data indicates that it 
costs three times as much to educate a graduate student as it does an 
undergraduate student in public universities. It is suggested that 
traditional faculty work loads and student-faculty ratios at the 
graduate level account for a large portion of this cost differential. 
It is expected that future studies will identify and be unable to 
justify these costs. As universities face retrenchment and tradition is 
challenged, senior faculty assignments are likely to change. 
It is also important for educational institutions and subunits 
within those institutions to know which costs vary with enrollment and 
which are fixed within a probable enrollment range. A study by the 
University of Colorado showed that 64 percent of their expenditures 
could be classified as fixed costs (Lyell, 1979). This becomes 
important planning information as universities are faced with budget 
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cuts and declining enrollments. Knowing the amount of flexibility in 
the budget is a necessary prerequisite for good management of resources. 
A computerized model to determine the cost structure and departmental 
flexibility is suggested by Lyell as an extension of his study for 
decision analysis at the institutional level. 
Monical and Schoenecker (1979) designed an enrollment-driven 
allocation model that accounts for fixed and variable costs. Their 
model excludes special allocations and operates at the state level. It 
was developed for the State of Minnesota and allows the user to simulate 
allocations based on different input values. The output focuses on the 
total state budget for postsecondary education. 
Also included in this study was a comparison of linear and 
marginal funding alternatives. The results showed that average costing 
was more sensitive to changes in enrollment than marginal costing. In 
other words, marginal costs are more resistant to extreme fluctuations. 
With regard to incremental funding, the authors point out that the 
real marginal cost of educating one full-time student is unknown. The 
task of segregating and estimating fixed and variable costs is complex, 
time-consuming, and subject to continuous review. The study was not 
intended to categorize and identify costs as fixed or variable, but 
rather to design a model with potential utility. 
When developing formula-based models, it is important to keep the 
variables relevant, simple, and flexible. Gross (1979) identified 
additional criteria necessary for effective budget formulas including 
clarity, definition of the relationship between fixed and variable 
costs, differentiation between institutional needs, uniformity with 
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respect to similar programs, accounting for the varying costs of 
instruction, broad-based at the institutional level, and utilization of 
the most objective financial data available. 
Modifications to enrollment driven formula-funding approaches have 
received significant comment regarding retrenchment in the 1980s. Gross 
(1979) points out that additional research is needed to develop new 
formulas with emphasis on substituting marginal for average costing. It 
is recognized that marginal costs are difficult to calculate but this 
should not preclude progress in that direction. It is reasonable to 
expect that some concessions will have to be made to keep the formulas 
simple enough to use and understand. 
Critics of marginal costing claim that the formulas reward those 
units with the smallest number of students, because of the fixed allow-
ance associated with every unit (Mingle, 1982). Other major criticisms, 
as previously noted, include the difficulty of identifying fixed and 
variable costs, and developing formulas that are easy to understand and 
politically acceptable. Compromise is necessary to reach a balance 
between complexity and accuracy (Allen and Topping, 1979). 
A study on state planning concludes that more effort must be 
expended in determining the "adaptability of various types of formulas 
and other approaches in responding to new circumstances created by 
enrollment decline and revenue fluctuations" (Floyd, 1982, p. 25). To 
maintain quality, states will have to allocate funds so that fixed and 
variable costs are recognized. 
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Suggested areas for improvement include the development of formulas 
reflecting the economies and diseconomies of scale at various levels of 
enrollment, development of a cost index by program and level to calcu-
late a weighted student credit hour factor, determination of cost 
effective minimum and maximum enrollment levels by discipline, and the 
use of current year expenditures adjusted by the marginal cost for 
future changes in enrollment (Gross, 1979). 
Mortimer (1979) states that emphasis should be placed on research 
dealing with resource reallocation within the universities. A major 
problem is that few universities are willing to share their internal 
allocation procedures with outsiders. Areas for further study include: 
1. Applying models to more discrete units within the system. 
2. Researching cost behaviors including fixed, semi-fixed, and 
variable costs. 
3. Studying faculty attrition and tenure to determine institu-
tional flexibility. 
4. Determining the minimum resource requirements necessary to 
maintain goals and the desired level of quality. 
5. Studying operating costs to determine the point below which no 
further reductions can occur without impairing the unit. 
Historically, the average cost per full-time student has been the 
basis of budget formula allocations during times of expansion. Since 
the average cost of educating a student is assumed to be higher than the 
marginal cost, marginal costing concepts were unimportant. In recent 
years, however, universities and programs within universities have 
experienced significant declines in enrollment on a national basis. 
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Declining enrollments generally mean reduced budget allocations and 
these reductions are based on average, not marginal, costing calcula-
tions. 
While it is generally agreed that marginal costing concepts better 
reflect fiscal needs, additional effort is required to develop formula 
models that meet the criteria set forth by Gross and comply with the 
claim that "a sound formula system is essential and must include costs 
by level and by curriculum" (Williams, 1976, p. 4). 
In summary, this review of the literature is representative of 
current ideas in the area of formula budgeting. While there are several 
models dealing with state-wide allocation procedures, there are only a 
few that address internal allocation procedures within a university. No 
model was found that attempted to incorporate fixed and variable costs 
into a complete internal academic allocation model. It is believed that 
the model presented here is a reasonable reflection of reality, 
relatively simple to administer, and a valuable university budget 
allocation tool. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The model presented here was tested using 1983-84 data from the 
College of Arts and Sciences, University of Central Florida, Orlando, 
Florida. This college was selected because of its large size and 
diversity in terms of academic disciplines. The preliminary steps will 
be outlined before the four sections of the model are addressed in 
detail. 
Preliminary Steps 
Design of the model required that a course type be assigned to each 
class offered. To accomplish this, a listing of all courses within the 
college was generated from university student records and compared to 
university catalog course offerings. Each course was sorted by level 
and prefix, within department. A course type one (lecture), two (prob-
lem solving), or three (laboratory) was assigned in accordance with 
previously defined categories. Course descriptions, historical course 
enrollment, and input from department chairpersons and faculty can be 
used to determine the classification of courses. The study at hand used 
a combination of the first two methods. 
The number of class types can be varied and funded at any level 
the college desires. Course types defined for use in this model were as 
follows: (a) type one indicates lecture courses and was assigned to 
those with enrollments of more than 30 students, (b) type two are 
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problem-solving courses with 15 to 30 students, and (c) type three is 
laboratory activity with less than 15 students. Funding levels 
selected for course types one, two and three are 40, 25, and 10, 
respectively. 
According to Williams (1965), faculty course load has traditionally 
been based on the level of the student (freshman, sophomore, junior, 
senior), method of teaching, and nature of the subject matter. Such 
variations mitigated against establishing standard teaching loads for an 
entire university. 
To ignore class types seems to place unjust burdens on departments 
such as art, chemistry, and others which traditionally require a great 
deal of individualized work. Yet to assign a different course type for 
each unique class would result in a model that was cumbersome at best 
and subject to internal and external political type disputes. According 
to John Goodlad (1960), "no correlations between class size and pupil 
achievement, attention, discipline, self-reliance, attitudes and work 
habits have been discovered in the literature; there can be no optimum 
class size." Recognizing that using one university average for all 
classes is inadequate, and that a unique weighting for each class is 
unrealistic, each class was analyzed and assigned one of the three 
previously described classifications and weights. Selection of three 
course types was admittedly arbitrary, but was deemed necessary to the 
workings of the model. 
Also included in the course type is a "G" to denote that the course 
is necessary to meet lower-level general education program requirements 
for graduation; e.g., Math 1021, etc. This identification aids in the 
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allocation procedure for fully funding general education instruction at 
the lower level. 
Department name and number, course type, prefix, number, credit 
hours, course, and general education indicator were then transferred to 
the computer. This comprised the base of the allocation model template. 
As courses are added or deleted, the data base can be modified 
accordingly. 
Next, actual student credit hours for the 1983-84 academic year 
were added by extracting head count for each course and section from 
the Florida State University System Section Size Report (1984). A 
summary of the input and format is presented in Appendix A. 
Model Design 
Design of the model is divided into four categories: Salaries, 
Temporary Personnel, Operating Expenses, and Operating Capital funding. 
The salary allocation is the most detailed and will be described first. 
Included in each section is a description of the workings of the model 
and tables summarizing the model output. 
Salary Allocation 
Average student credit hours for the academic year provided a base 
for generating instructional positions. The formula used to determine 
the number of instructional positions is actual student credit hours 
(actual enrollment multiplied by course credit hours) divided by 
standard student credit hours (standard enrollment multiplied by full-
time teaching load). This calculation was performed on a course-by-
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course basis, then summarized by department. In addition to altering 
standard enrollment by modifying the course type, the user can also 
alter the full-time teaching load. 
Full-time teaching load as used in this model was based on the 
minimum number of contact hours required by Chapter 241. 73, Florida 
Statutes - Florida School Laws (1977). Statistics are available from a 
variety of studies. Williams (1979) reports average full-time equiva-
lent teaching loads by rank. His study showed that, on the average, 
professors, associate professors, assistant professors, and instructors 
teach 10.84, 12.12, 12.02, and 13.19 hours per week, respectively. 
Stecklein (1961) criticized existing studies and stated that a standard 
applied to everyone is not realistic because of differences in subject 
matter, faculty members, and course levels. While the user is allowed 
to alter the average course load, extensive modifications would be 
necessary to of fer the option of inserting a different load for each 
course. 
The number of research and development positions depend upon the 
number of instructional positions. A ratio of one R&D position per nine 
instructional positions was used for all departments in this model. 
Published statistics, based on a survey of 233 colleges and univer-
sities, indicate research spending at Ph.D. granting institutions at 
approximately 9.3 percent that of instruction (The Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 1981). Other reports indicate up to 32 percent of faculty 
effort spent on rese~rch activities (Graybeal, 1979; Winslow, 1971; 
Williams, 1965). Users may alter the research position variable to 
meet objectives of the institution. Departments selected to emphasize 
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research can be allocated special funds, while other departments 
generate research positions in accordance with the teaching to research 
ratio. Uniformity in the amount of research effort allocated among 
departments may or may not meet the objectives of a university. 
Community service positions are also proportional to the number of 
instructional positions. One community service position was generated 
for every 22 instructional positions. Again, this was applied uniformly 
across all departments, but the user has the option of altering this 
ratio globally. The literature supports a ratio of approximately 1:22, 
based on a variety of historical studies (Graybeal, 1979; Winslow, 
1971). 
Next, teaching, research, and community service positions were 
summed to determine the number of instructional positions by department 
(Table 1) • To fund instructional positions, the Oklahoma State 
University Faculty Salary Survey (Gillian, 1984) was consulted 
(Table 2). Academic year faculty salary averages by department and rank 
for the southeast region were used. The user has the option of 
adjusting the salary matrix to reflect the local environment or to 
satisfy university objectives. 
The first step in funding instructional positions was to multiply 
the number of teaching positions by the instructor's salary rate for 
all-lower level courses. Upper and graduate level course teaching, 
research, and community service positions were funded at average of the 
assistant, associate, and full professor rates. Instructor rates were 
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TABLE 1 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
NINE MONTH FACULTY POSITIONS 
CLASSROOM COMM TOTAL 
TEACHING R&D SERV INSTR 
DEPARTMENT POS (NET) POS POS POS 
BIO SCI 10.32 1.15 0.47 11.94 
COMM 16.60 1. 84 0.75 19.19 
COMP SCI 20.04 2.23 0.91 23.18 
ART 5.54 0.62 0.25 6.41 
MUSIC 7.54 0.84 0.34 8.72 
THEATRE 2.88 0.32 0.13 3.33 
FOR LANG 5.54 0.62 0.25 6.41 
ENGLISH 16.42 1.82 0.75 18.99 
HUM PHL REL 6.56 0.73 0.30 7.59 
MATH 20.42 2.27 0.93 23.62 
STAT 7.52 0.84 0.34 8.69 
CHEM 8.38 0.93 0.38 9.69 
PHYSICS 6.61 0.73 0.30 7.64 
PSYCHO 14.99 1. 67 0.68 17.33 
PUB SERV 11. 37 1.26 0.52 13.15 
SOC WORK 2.36 0.26 0.11 2.73 
HISTORY 7.88 0.88 0.36 9.11 
POLI SCI 10.13 1.13 0.46 11. 71 
SOC & ANT 6.17 0.69 0.28 7.13 
TOTAL ALL DEPTS 187.25 20.81 8.51 216.56 
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TABLE 2 
FACULTY SALARY AVERAGES 
NINE MONTH FACULTY SALARY AVERAGES - SOUTHEAST REGION 
OKLA OKLA OKLA OKLA ALL 
DEPARTMENT FULL ASSOC ASST INSTR RANKS 
BIO SCI 39,363 29,200 24,298 17,308 19,804 
COMM 38,004 28,166 23,166 16,968 19,131 
COMP SCI 43,747 34,181 30,116 20,102 23,033 
ART 33,023 25,600 19,686 16,397 17,151 
MUSIC 33,140 25,160 20,506 16,589 17,282 
THEATRE 33,687 25,280 19,131 16,251 17,079 
FOR LANG 37,639 26,413 20,667 15,820 18,075 
ENGLISH 38,330 25,566 20,668 15,258 17,909 
HUM PHL REL 36,559 26,402 20,456 18,816 18,607 
MATH 39,294 28,419 23,369 17,244 19,491 
STAT 42,655 29,545 23,732 18,577 20,633 
CHEM 40,397 28,922 22,668 19,637 20,240 
PHYSICS 39,973 28,703 22,943 19,167 20,062 
PSYCHO 39,961 27,036 21,111 17,224 18,991 
PUB SERV 39,582 31,089 21,690 16,788 19,591 
SOC WORK 39,304 29,581 . 24,115 17,194 19,799 
HISTORY 37,835 26,269 20,454 18,005 18,594 
POLI SCI 38,805 27,569 21,161 18,403 19,190 
SOC & ANT 38,879 28,145 21,536 16,507 18,887 
ALL DEPTS 38,430 27,960 22,183 17,487 19,134 
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limited to lower-level teaching activities. Different weightings, based 
on actual or desired mix of ranked faculty, can also be used. This 
model used an equal mix of ranked faculty. Table 3 summarizes the 
generated funding by category. Probably the most important figure on 
this table is the total model-generated funding of $5,696,531. This is 
the amount of money the model calculated for nine-month faculty 
positions in the College of Arts and Sciences. 
After determining the number of instructional positions, 
administrative faculty positions were calculated (Table 4). Adminis-
trative positions were generated at the rate of one per department plus 
one for every 15 positions in excess of 8. This procedure allowed for a 
fixed minimum of one administrator per department, plus an increment for 
departments with instructional faculty counts greater than a specified 
number. The average range of administrative effort is reported at 8 to 
10 percent (Winslow, 1979; Graybeal, 1979). As in other sections of the 
model, the user has the option of altering fixed and variable ratios to 
match specific criteria. 
Departmental administrators are funded at the full-professor rate 
with a 10 percent administrative premium. This is based on a study by 
Ingram (1968) where the median increase from full professor to dean was 
approximately 26 percent. From this information it was determined that 
an increase of 10 percent from professor to chairperson and 15 percent 
from chairperson to dean would be a reasonable approximation of the 
premium associated with administrative positions. The model subjects 
administrative faculty positions to the same proration procedures 
DEPARTMENT 
BIO SCI 
COMM 
COMP SCI 
ART 
MUSIC 
THEATRE 
FOR LANG 
ENGLISH 
HUM PHL R 
MATH 
STAT 
CHEM 
PHYSICS 
PSYCHO 
PUB SERV 
SOC WORK 
HISTORY 
POLI SCI 
SOC & ANT 
TOTAL 
TABLE 3 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
NINE MONTH FACULTY SALARIES - 100% FUNDING LEVEL 
TOTAL 
CLASSROOM COMM MODEL-
TEACHING R&D SERVICE GENERATED 
FUNDING FUNDING FUNDING FUNDING 
259,851 35,504 14,524 309,879 
452,128 54,912 22,464 529,505 
623,745 80,205 32,811 736,762 
133,097 16,079 6,578 155,754 
162,402 22,013 9,005 193,421 
65,027 8,331 3,408 76,765 
113 '080 17,396 7' 116 137,592 
353,230 51,415 21,033 425,678 
149,262 20,271 8,293 177,825 
517,060 68,889 28,182 614,131 
225,594 26,701 10,923 263,218 
204,923 28,546 11,678 245,147 
148,624 22,416 9,170 180,211 
402,931 48,899 20,004 471,834 
345,168 38,884 15,907 399,959 
73,098 8,122 3,323 84,543 
172,027 24,663 10,089 206,779 
254,213 32,825 13,429 300,467 
158,567 20,221 8,272 187,061 
4,814,026 626,294 256,211 5,696,531 
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DEPARTMENT 
BIO SCI 
COMM 
COMP SCI 
ART 
MUSIC 
THEATRE 
FOR LANG 
ENGLISH 
HUM PHL REL 
MATH 
STAT 
CHEM 
PHYSICS 
PSYCHO 
PUB SERV 
SOC WORK 
HISTORY 
POLI SCI 
SOC & ANT 
DEAN'S OFF 
TOTAL 
TABLE 4 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
ADMINISTRATIVE FACULTY POSITIONS 
POSITIONS: 
INSTR VARIABLE FIXED 
FACULTY FAC ADM ADM 
11. 94 0.26 1.00 
19.19 0.75 1.00 
23.18 1.01 1.00 
6.41 0.00 1.00 
8.72 0.05 1.00 
3.33 0.00 1.00 
6.41 0.00 1.00 
18.99 0.73 1.00 
7.59 0.00 1.00 
23.62 1.04 1.00 
8.69 0.05 1.00 
9.69 0.11 1.00 
7.64 o.oo 1.00 
17.33 0.62 1.00 
13.15 0.34 1.00 
2.73 o.oo 1.00 
9.11 0.07 1.00 
11. 71 0.25 1.00 
7.13 0.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 1.00 
216.56 5.29 20.00 
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DEAN'S TOTAL 
OFFICE ADM FAC 
1.26 
1. 75 
2.01 
1.00 
1.05 
1.00 
1.00 
1. 73 
1.00 
2.04 
1.05 
1.11 
1.00 
1.62 
1.34 
1.00 
1.07 
1. 25 
1.00 
4.33 5.33 
4.33 29.62 
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applied to instructional faculty position to match available funding 
levels. 
The next step was to allocate administrative positions to the 
office of the dean. The fixed portion is associated with the dean, 
while the variable segment represents the assistant dean positions. 
These positions vary with the number of faculty and departments within 
the college. The dean's position is funded at the rate of 126 percent 
of the average full professor's salary within the college, while 
assistant dean positions are funded at 115 percent of the nine-month 
full professor's salary (Ingram, 1968). Administrative positions and 
related funding for the college are summarized in Table 5. For all 
departments except the dean's office, the entry in the administrative 
rate column was obtained by multiplying the 12-month professor rate by 
1.1. The equivalent entry for the dean's office was derived by multi-
plying the professor rate by the factor (1.26 + 4.33 x 1.15). Here, the 
first term represents a 26 percent premium for the dean and the second 
term a 15 percent premium for 4.33 assistant deans. 
At this point, funding requirements based on the variables input to 
the model were summed (Table 6). Here, figures are taken from tables 1, 
3, 4, and 5 to yield the values in the last column. The numbers in this 
column represent the calculated funding requirements for all faculty 
salaries, for each department in the College of Arts and Sciences. The 
column total of $7,395,509 is the amount of money generated by the model 
to fund total faculty salaries in the college. 
DEPARTMENT 
BIO SCI 
COMM 
COMP SCI 
ART 
MUSIC 
THEATRE 
FOR LANG 
ENGLISH 
HUM PHL REL 
MATH 
STAT 
CHEM 
PHYSICS 
PSYCHO 
PUB SERV 
SOC WORK 
HISTORY 
POLI SCI 
SOC & ANT 
DEAN'S OFF 
TOTAL 
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TABLE 5 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
ADMINISTRATIVE FACULTY SALARIES - 100% FUNDING LEVEL 
ADM 12 MONTH TOTAL 
FAC PROF ADM ADM 
POS RATE RATE FUNDING 
1.26 52,484 57,732 72,743 
1. 75 50,672 55,739 97,544 
2.01 58,329 64,162 128,966 
1.00 44,031 48,434 48,434 
1.05 44,187 48,605 51,036 
1.00 44,916 49,408 49,408 
1.00 50, 185 55,204 55,204 
1. 73 51,107 56,217 97,256 
1.00 48,745 53,620 53,620 
2.04 52,392 57,631 117,568 
1.05 56,873 62,561 65,689 
1.11 53,863 59,249 65,766 
1.00 53,297 58,627 58,627 
1. 62 53,281 58,609 94,947 
1.34 52,776 58,054 77,792 
1.00 52,405 57,646 57,646 
1.07 50,447 55,491 59,376 
1. 25 51,740 56,914 71,143 
1.00 51,839 57,023 57,023 
5.33 51,239 56,363 319,193 
29.61 1,698,978 
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TABLE 6 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
TOTAL FACULTY POSITIONS AND SALARIES 
- 100% FUNDING LEVEL 
INSTR ADM 
FAC 100% FAC 100% TOTAL TOTAL 
DEPARTMENT POS FUNDING POS FUNDING POS FUNDING 
BIO SCI 11. 94 309,879 1. 26 72,743 13.20 382,622 
COMM 19.19 529,505 1. 75 97,544 20.94 627,049 
COMP SCI 23.18 736,762 2.01 128,966 25.19 865,728 
ART 6.41 155,754 1.00 48,434 7.41 204,188 
MUSIC 8.72 193,421 1.05 51,036 9.77 244,457 
THEATRE 3.33 76,765 1.00 49,408 ,4. 33 126,173 
FOR LANG 6.41 137,592 1.00 55,204 7.41 192,796 
ENGLISH 18.99 425,678 1. 73 97,256 20.72 522,934 
HUM PHL REL 7.59 177,825 1.00 53,620 8.59 231,445 
MATH 23.62 614,131 2.04 117,568 25.66 731,699 
STAT 8.69 263,218 1.05 65,689 9.74 328,907 
CHEM 9.69 245,147 1.11 65., 766 10.80 310,913 
PHYSICS 7.64 180,211 1.00 58,627 8.64 238,838 
PSYCHO 17.33 471,834 1.62 94,947 18.95 566,781 
PUB SERV 13.15 399,959 1.34 77,792 14.49 477,751 
SOC WORK 2.73 84,543 1.00 57,646 3.73 142,189 
HISTORY 9.11 206,779 1.07 59,376 10.18 266,155 
POLI SCI 11. 71 300,467 1. 25 71,143 12.96 371,610 
SOC & ANT 7.13 187,061 1.00 57,023 8 .13 244,084 
DEAN'S OFF 0.00 0 5.33 319,193 5.33 319,193 
TOTAL 216.56 5,696,531 29.61 1,698,978 246.17 7,395,509 
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Table 7 parameters are identical to those of Table 6, but the 
entries in the table are actual allocated values in the departments for 
the 1983-84 academic year. Comparing the entry in the lower right-hand 
corner of this table, $6,602,318, with the equivalent entry from Table 
6, shows that the model-allocated funding requirements for academic year 
instructional positions were greater than the funds allocated to the 
college by $ 793, 191. The first adjustment required that the general 
education lower-level positions be funded at 100 percent. This involved 
searching the data base for all courses offered during the 1983-84 
school year (Appendix A), identifying those that fit into the general 
education category, and calculating the amount of money required to pay 
instructors to teach these courses. This number appears in the third 
numerical column of Table 8. McHenry (1977) supports alternatives to 
departmentalization. While fully funding these positions does not 
necessarily result in a separate department for instructors, it does 
reflect the need for and support of lower-level teaching faculty. 
The remaining positions were funded at approximately 88 percent. 
This number was calculated by subtracting total GEP funds from total 
actual funds, and dividing this number by the difference of total 
model-generated funds and GEP monies. The non-GEP allocations for each 
department was then computed by multiplying the difference between 
model-generated total funding and GEP funding by .879. A summary of the 
prorated faculty allocation is presented in Table 8. 
A detailed analysis was accomplished to determine the cause(s) of 
the funding variance. This is done regardless of whether a variance is 
favorable or unfavorable, with the goal of identifying those areas that 
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TABLE 7 
ACTUAL ALLOCATION 
TOTAL FACULTY POSITIONS AND FUNDING 
INSTR ADM ACTUAL ACTUAL 
FAC ACTUAL FAC ACTUAL TOTAL TOTAL 
DEPARTMENT POS FUNDING POS FUNDING POS FUNDING 
BIO SCI 17.00 488,829 1.00 43,094 18.00 531,923 
COMM 18.00 505,860 1.00 43,555 19.00 549,415 
COMP SCI 26.00 742,828 1.00 57,206 27.00 800,034 
ART 6.00 146,990 1.00 36,192 7.00 183,182 
MUSIC 13.00 293,894 1.00 47,871 14.00 341,765 
THEATRE 2.00 44,370 1.00 41,267 3.00 85,637 
FOR LANG 4.00 97,536 1.00 37,257 5.00 134,793 
ENGLISH 17.00 387,149 1.00 46,968 18.00 434,117 
HUM PHL REL 5.00 138,989 1.00 39,087 6.00 178,076 
MATH 19.00 498,366 1.00 51,000 20.00 549,366 
STAT 9.00 220,777 1.00 58,752 10.00 279,529 
CHEM 10.00 301,656 1.00 50., 543 11.00 352,199 
PHYSICS 8.00 195,430 1.00 44,540 9.00 239,970 
PSYCHO 15.00 406,667 1.00 38,661 16.00 445,328 
PUB SERV 12.00 271,586 1.00 35,430 13.00 307,016 
SOC WORK 3.00 63,719 1.00 38,078 4.00 101,797 
HISTORY 10.00 259,113 1.00 . 49,451 11.00 308,564 
POLI SCI 8.00 192,228 1.00 36,735 9.00 228,963 
SOC & ANT 11.00 282,656 1.00 37,331 12.00 319,987 
DEAN'S OFF o.oo 0 5.00 230,657 5.00 230,657 
TOTAL 213.00 5,538,643 24.00 1,063,675 237.00 6,602,318 
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TABLE 8 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
TOTAL FACULTY - PRORATED FUNDING 
MODEL MODEL 
ALLOCATED ACTUAL GEP POS NON-GEP PRORATED 
TOTAL TOTAL FUNDING PRORATED FACULTY 
DEPARTMENT FUNDING FUNDING @ 100% @ 87% ALLOCATION 
BIO SCI 382,622 531,923 37,074 30,814 340,888 
COMM 627,049 549,415 55,740 502,309 558,049 
COMP SCI 865,728 800,034 48,305 718,699 767,004 
ART 204,188 183,182 5,756 174,467 180,222 
MUSIC 244,457 341,765 21,200 196,293 217,493 
THEATRE 126,173 85,637 10,238 101,933 112,171 
FOR LANG 192,796 134,793 52,823 123,068 175,891 
ENGLISH 522,934 434,117 99,009 372,725 471,734 
HUM PHL REL 231,445 178,076 66,040 145,425 211,469 
MATH 731,699 549,366 81,633 571,554 653,187 
STAT 328,907 279,529 20,398 271,249 291,647 
CHEM 310,913 352,199 35,523 242,130 277,653 
PHYSICS 238,838 239,970 55,891 160,852 216,743 
PSYCHO 566,781 445,328 49,915 454,442 504,357 
PUB SERV 477,751 307,016 0 420,050 420,050 
SOC WORK 142,189 101,797 0 125,016 125,016 
HISTORY 266,155 308,564 88,314 156,362 244,676 
POLI SCI 371,610 228,963 70,392 264,838 335,230 
SOC & ANT 244,084 319,987 29,713 188,480 218,193 
DEAN'S OFF 319,193 230,657 0 280,642 280,642 
TOTAL 7,395,509 6,602,318 827,968 5,774,347 6,602,315 
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deviate from standards, and to determine if deviations are controllable 
or if standards are inappropriate. 
A college's budget, mission, and enrollment changes from year to 
year. As a result, knowledge of the amount of money the college is 
applying to research, or the percentage of the budget being generated by 
instructors versus full professors, can be invaluable. This becomes 
even more important during times of growth and retrenchment, when 
significant changes in department activity is expected. 
The procedure for allocating staff positions began with a fixed 
allocation of one position per department. Additional administrative 
faculty positions were supported at the rate of one staff position each. 
This is necessary when the dean's office maintains student records, and 
coordinates other departmental and academic functions. Variable staff 
positions were generated at the rate of 1 for each 14 variable faculty. 
For example, Table 6 shows a total of 13.20 faculty positions for 
the biology department. One fixed administrative position was deducted, 
leaving a balance of 12. 20 variable faculty positions. Referring to 
Table 9, this number was divided by the staffing ratio of 14, leaving 
the biology department with .87 variable staff positions in addition to 
the single fixed staff position. Firman ( 196 7) suggests a staffing 
ratio of 1:13 based on an empirical study from a large sample of univer-
sities, while Yurkoivich (1966) related staffing to student contact 
hours to project support staffing needs. For comparative purposes the 
discretionary special (non-secretarial and non-clerical) staff positions 
necessary to staff special units were excluded from Table 9. 
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TABLE 9 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
STAFF POSITIONS 
FIXED VARIABLE TOTAL 
STAFF STAFF STAFF 
DEPARTMENT POS POS POS 
BIO SCI 1.00 0.87 1.87 
COMM 1.00 1.42 2.42 
COMP SCI 1.00 1. 73 2.73 
ART 1.00 0.46 1.46 
MUSIC 1.00 0.63 1.63 
THEATRE 1.00 0.24 1. 24 
FOR LANG 1.00 0.46 1.46 
ENGLISH 1.00 1. 41 2.41 
HUM PHL REL 1.00 0.54 1.54 
MATH 1.00 1. 76 2.76 
STAT 1.00 0.62 1.62 
CHEM 1.00 0.70 1. 70 
PHYSICS 1.00 0.55 1.55 
PSYCHO 1.00 1. 28 2.28 
PUB SERV 1.00 0.96 1. 96 
SOC WORK 1.00 0.20 1. 20 
HISTORY 1.00 . o. 66 1.66 
POLI SCI 1.00 0.85 1.85 
SOC & ANT 1.00 0.51 1.51 
DEAN'S OFF 1.00 4.33 5.33 
TOTAL 20.00 20 .18 40.18 
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Table 10 details Florida's staff position pay grades, titles, and 
related salary ranges in use during the academic year. Funding of the 
model-generated staff positions was based on these Florida Department of 
Personnel Career Service Rates for 1983-84. Monies provided for the 
fixed staff positions were the average of the Administrative Assistant 
I, and Staff Assistant I and II, and Senior Secretary salaries, 
whereas the variable positions were funded at the average salary rates 
for Secretary II and III, Word Processor II and III, and Clerk Typist 
positions. 
Table 11 shows the generated positions and the related funding. 
The previously calculated administrative assistant rate of $13,885 was 
used to fund the fixed staff positions and $11,357 for the variable 
staff positions, and the average of the respective special position 
rates for the remaining positions. 
Since each department is allocated one administrative staff 
position, all entries in the second numeric column are $13,885. Entries 
in the third column were computed by multiplying the number of variable 
positions from Table 10 by the average secretarial rate of $ ll, 017. 
The total staff funding required by the model is shown as $506,884. 
Next, the model-generated funds were prorated to the actual total 
staff rate. Table 12 lists the model-generated, actual, and prorated 
allocations. As in other categories, the model generated figure is in 
excess of the actual allocation. Therefore, the model-generated mix was 
maintained, but the total was prorated to the actual allocation of 
$469,492 (92.6 percent of the generated $506,884). 
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TABLE 10 
ACTUAL STAFF SALARY RANGES BY POSITION TITLE 
STATE OF FLORIDA - CAREER SERVICE 1983-84 
ANNUAL SALARY RANGE 
PAY 
POSITION TITLE GRADE MINIMUM MAXIMUM AVERAGE 
ANIMAL TECH 5 $7,809 $10,732 $9,271 
SECRETARY II 6 $8,185 $11,275 $9,730 
CLERK TYPIST 7 $8,561 $11,839 $10,200 
STOREKEEPER I 8 $8,978 $12,486 $10,732 
SECRETARY III 9 $9,438 $13,175 $11, 307 
WORD PROC II 9 $9,438 $13,175 $11,307 
LAB TECH I 10 $9,918 $13,885 $11,902 
WORD PROC III 11 $10,419 $14,658 $12,539 
SENIOR SECRETARY 11 $10,419 $14,658 $12,539 
STOREKEEPER II 11 $10,419 $14,658 $12,539 
LAB TECH II 12 $11, 004 . $15,535 $13,270 
STAFF ASST I 12 $11,004 $15,535 $13,270 
STAFF ASST II 13 $11,609 $16,453 $14,031 
ADMINISTRATIVE ASST I 15 $12,925 $18,479 $15,702 
ELEC TECH II 15 $12,925 $18,479 $15,702 
FINE ARTS PRODUCTION MGR 15 $12,925 $18,479 $15,702 
AUDIO VISUAL SPECIALIST 16 $13,676 $19,627 $16,652 
MANAGER OF LABS 18 $15,347 $22,175 $18,761 
COMP SCI MGR I 22 $19,544 $28,668 $24,106 
DEPARTMENT 
BIO SCI 
COMM 
COMP SCI 
ART 
MUSIC 
THEATRE 
FOR LANG 
ENGLISH 
HUM PHL REL 
MATH 
STAT 
CHEM 
PHYSICS 
PSYCHO 
PUB SERV 
SOC WORK 
HISTORY 
POLI SCI 
SOC & ANT 
DEAN'S OFF 
TOTAL 
TABLE 11 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
STAFF POSITIONS AND FUNDING - 100% FUNDING LEVEL 
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE TOTAL 
STAFF ADM STAFF SECT'Y STAFF 
POS RATE RATE FUNDING 
1. 87 13,885 9,881 23,766 
2.42 13,885 16,127 30,012 
2.73 13,885 19,648 33,533 
1. 46 13,885 5,224 19,109 
1.63 13,885 7,155 21,040 
1. 24 13,885 2,726 16,611 
1.46 13,885 5,224 19,109 
2.41 13,885 16,013 29,898 
1.54 13,885 6,133 20,018 
2.76 13,885 19,988 33,873 
1.62 13,885 7,041 20,926 
1. 70 13,885 7,950 21,835 
1.55 13,885 6,246 20,131 
2.28 13,885 14,537 28,422 
1. 96 13,885 10,903 24,788 
1. 20 13,885 2,271 16,156 
1.66 13,885 7,496 21,381 
1.85 13,885 9,653 23,538 
1.51 13,885 5,792 19,677 
5.33 13,885 49,176 63,061 
40.18 277,700 229,184 506,884 
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TABLE 12 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
TOTAL STAFF - PRORATED FUNDING 
MODEL 
MODEL MODEL ACTUAL ACTUAL PRORATED 
STAFF STAFF STAFF STAFF STAFF 
DEPARTMENT POS FUNDING POS RATE ALLOCATION 
BIO SCI 1. 87 23,766 3.00 33,439 22,013 
COMM 2.42 30,012 3.00 32,358 27,798 
COMP SCI 2.73 33,533 6.00 62,789 31,059 
ART 1.46 19,109 1.00 9,694 17,699 
MUSIC 1.63 21,040 2.00 22,884 19,488 
THEATRE 1. 24 16,611 1.00 13,434 15,386 
FOR LANG 1.46 19,109 1.00 10,541 17,699 
ENGLISH 2.41 29,898 2.00 21,399 27,692 
HUM PHL REL 1.54 20,018 1.00 10,413 18,541 
MATH 2.76 33,873 3.00 34,693 31,374 
STAT 1. 62 20,926 1.00 10,702 19,382 
CHEM 1. 70 21,835 2.00 22,728 20,224 
PHYSICS 1.55 20,131 1.00 12,158 18,646 
PSYCHO 2.28 28,422 2.00 22,249 26,325 
PUB SERV 1. 96 24,788 2.00 20,041 22,959 
SOC WORK 1. 20 16,156 1.00 12,315 14,964 
HISTORY 1. 66 21,381 1.00 13,722 19,804 
POLI SCI 1.85 23,538 2.00 21,896 21,802 
SOC & ANT 1.51 19,677 2.00 21,691 18,225 
DEAN'S OFF 5.33 63,061 5.00 60,426 58,409 
TOTAL 40.18 506,884 42.00 469,492 469,492 
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Temporary Personnel Allocation 
The temporary personnel allocation presented in Table 13 apportions 
monies for adjunct faculty, student assistants, and other temporary 
services. Instructional faculty positions were selected as the variable 
most related to need, for allocation purposes. To maintain flexibility, 
10 percent of all classes were funded at an average adjunct faculty rate 
of $400 per credit hour. Using these parameters and a full-time equiva-
lent course load of 12 credit hours, an allocation was generated. To 
account for differences in market demand by discipline, this total was 
redistributed based on the Oklahoma Salary Survey (Gillian, 1984) 
instructor's salary by discipline. The instructor level salary rates 
were selected because they were closest to the actual amounts earned by 
adjunct faculty. This amount can be varied by department at the 
discretion of the user. 
In Table 13, numbers in the first numeric column were generated by 
the model. These differ from the classroom teaching numbers in Table 1 
by the factor 0.9, which accounts for 10 percent adjunct faculty. 
Subtracting numbers in the second numeric column from those in the first 
column yields the entries in Table 1. Numbers in the third column were 
calculated by multiplying the number of adjunct positions in column two 
by $4,800 and by two for each of two semesters. As an example of how 
the Oklahoma-rate proration was applied, the entry of $10,847 in the 
fifth column for the biology department was computed by multiplying 
$19,852 by $199,728 and dividing by $365,544. 
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Student assistants were funded at an average rate of $4 per hour, 
10 hours per week and 36 weeks per year, for each instructional faculty 
position. Again, using biology as an example, the total instructional 
faculty count of 11.94 (Table 1), was multiplied by $1,440 to yield a 
generated student assistant funding of $17,194. These funds are allo-
cated based on nine-month faculty positions. The model includes a 
column for a fixed base allocation per department, but omits any fixed 
model-generated figures. The department of ten determines the actual 
rate and number of hours per student assistant. The chairperson has the 
option of hiring, for example, one graduate research assistant at an 
hourly rate of $8. 00 per hour, instead of two student assistants at 
$4.00 per hour. 
The total temporary personnel funds sum to $511,574. This total is 
prorated to the actual allocation of $378,068, or approximately 74 
percent of the generated figure. 
Operating Expense Allocation 
Operating expense allocations, summarized in Table 14, are based 
on a combination of fixed and variable inputs. A fixed base amount per 
department and a variable amount per faculty position are allocated, 
after any special allocations are considered. The model allows the user 
to input any special allocations, a fix~d amount per department, and the 
marginal funding level. For purposes of this model, no special alloca-
tions were made. The fixed amount per department was input as $2,500, 
and $1,200 was used as the variable amount per faculty position. Since 
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TABLE 14 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
OPERATING EXPENSE FUNDING 
VARIABLE MODEL 
FIXED ALLOC TOTAL PRORATED 
ALLOC PER FAC MODEL- TO ACTUAL 
DEPARTMENT PER DEPT POSITION GENERATED ALLOCATION 
BIO SCI 2,500 15,840 18,340 18,771 
COMM 2,500 25,128 27,628 28,277 
COMP SCI 2,500 30,228 32,728 33,497 
ART 2,500 8,892 11, 39 2 11, 660 
MUSIC 2,500 11,724 14,224 14,558 
THEATRE 2,500 5,196 7,696 7,877 
FOR LANG 2,500 8,892 11, 392 11,660 
ENGLISH 2,500 24,864 27,364 28,007 
HUM PHL REL 2,500 10,308 12,808 13,109 
MATH 2,500 30,792 33,292 34,075 
STAT 2,500 11,688 14,188 14,521 
CHEM 2,500 12,960 15,460 15,823 
PHYSICS 2,500 10,368 12,868 13,170 
PSYCHO 2,500 22,740 25,240 25,833 
PUB SERV 2,500 17,388 19,888 20,355 
SOC WORK 2,500 4,476 6,976 7,140 
HISTORY 2,500 12,216 14,716 15,062 
POLI SCI 2,500 15,552 18,052 18,476 
SOC & ANT 2,500 9,756 12,256 12,544 
DEAN'S OFF 2,500 29,540 32,040 32,794 
TOTAL 50,000 318,548 368,548 377,211 
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the actual 1983-84 expense allocation for the College of Arts and 
Sciences was $377,211, model-generated figures were prorated to this 
total by multiplying the numbers in the next-to-the-last column by 
$377,211 and dividing by $368,548. 
There is very little in the literature detailing expenditures by 
category, fund type, and discipline. As a result, a study of actual 
historical expenditures was used to support the user inputs. A review 
of actual expenditures by operating expense category (Table 15) from 
July 1, 1983, through June 4, 1984, indicated that a large fixed base 
per department would be unwarranted. An estimate of fixed and variable 
expenditures, based on these actual figures, determined the amounts used 
in the model. These estimates may be somewhat distorted because actual 
expenditures can include budget transfers and midyear allocations. 
Also, special allocation expenditures are often commingled with regular 
expenditures, making it extremely difficult to separate the two. 
Special allocations for disciplines requiring expendable and 
expensive supplies such as chemistry, art, and computer science, can be 
supplemented and identified as specials. An additional problem noted 
while reviewing historical expenditures to be used as a basis for future 
allocations was that any misappropriations in the past would influence 
future funding levels. Typically, a department will spend the amount 
allocated, regardless of the fairness of the allocation procedure. A 
careful analysis of the expenditures is necessary when justifying 
special supplements using historical expenditures as a basis. 
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Finally, the dean's office was funded at a rate of $120 per 
allocated faculty position as obtained from Table 6. This represents 
approximately 10 percent of the amount allocated to the department for 
each faculty position. This amount would, of course, vary with the 
degree of administrative centralization within the college. Again, this 
amount can be altered at the discretion of the user. 
Operating Capital Expense Allocation 
The calculation of operating capital expenditures was to be based 
on student credit hours by class type. Laboratory courses were to be 
more heavily weighted than non-laboratory courses, due to additional 
equipment demands. However, the uniqueness and non-recurring nature of 
most capital expenditures made it impossible to allocate these monies in 
a systematic, mathematical fashion. From a model standpoint, input for 
allocation purposes would be in the form of special requests with 
written justification for replacement or original acquisition of capital 
items, a fixed allocation per department, and a fixed allocation per 
faculty member. 
Table 16 shows the allocation, based on a fixed amount of $500 per 
department and $50 per model-generated faculty position. A column for 
special capital requests is included in the model, but the nature of 
the expenditures prohibits its use. The last column in Table 16 pro-
rates the capital outlay mix to the actual allocation of $16,450. The 
limitations of this procedure, and comparisons to actual allocations' 
are discussed in Chapter 4. 
FIXED 
ALLOC 
DEPARTMENT PER DEPT 
BIO SCI 500 
COMM 500 
COMP SCI 500 
ART 500 
MUSIC 500 
THEATRE 500 
FOR LANG 500 
ENGLISH 500 
HUM PHL REL 500 
MATH 500 
STAT 500 
CHEM 500 
PHYSICS 500 
PSYCHO 500 
PUB SERV 500 
SOC WORK 500 
HISTORY 500 
POLI SCI 500 
SOC & ANT 500 
DEAN'S OFF 500 
TOTAL 10,000 
TABLE 16 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
OPERATING CAPITAL FUNDING 
VAR TOTAL 
ALLOC PER MODEL-
FAC POS GENERATED 
660 1,160 
1,047 1,547 
1,260 1,760 
371 871 
489 989 
217 717 
371 871 
1,036 1,536 
430 930 
1,283 1,783 
487 987 
540 1,040 
432 932 
948 1,448 
725 1,225 
187 687 
509 1,009 
648 1,148 
407 907 
267 767 
12,309 22,309 
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MODEL 
PRORATED 
ALLOCATION 
855 
1,141 
1,297 
642 
729 
528 
642 
1,133 
685 
1,315 
728 
767 
687 
1,067 
903 
506 
744 
847 
668 
565 
16,450 
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Program Description 
The computer program used to implement the allocation model is a 
template that overlays the Lotus 1-2-3 worksheet. Requirements for 
running the model are as follows: 
1. IBM PC-XT (or compatible) system unit 
2. 512k bytes of RAM 
3. Lotus 1-2-3 software 
4. Internal Resource Allocation Model diskette (see 
Appendix B, IRAM) 
Initialization involves loading the allocation program diskette file 
called IRAM.WKS onto the hard disk along with the Lotus software. The 
user must follow Lotus instructions for retrieving files to access IRAM. 
After the model has been accessed, a set of instructions will appear on 
the screen. IRAM requires the user to follow the eight steps listed 
below the first time the model is used. 
Step 1 - Department Code Numbers and Names 
Step 2 - Course Data Base Input 
Step 3 - Course and Faculty Parameters 
Step 4 - Staff Parameters 
Step 5 - Temporary Personnel Budget Input 
Step 6 - Operating Expense Budget Input 
Step 7 - Operating Capital Budget Input 
Step 8 - Run Allocation Model and Reports 
After the first allocation, only the information that changes from 
allocation to allocation must be input. If no changes are made IRAM, 
will use the last number input into the model. 
Samples of actual displays the user will see on the screen are 
presented below indicating the detailed information necessary to prepare 
for running the model. Also included are sample input parameters used 
by IRAM with explanatory notes. 
Step 1 - Department Code Numbers and Names 
*****INPUT MENU 1 - DEPARTMENT INFORMATION************************ 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
A ADD A DEPARTMENT 
B DELETE A DEPARTMENT 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
Notes: 
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Only the screen for the option selected will appear in this 
section. The user should exercise all options with test data before 
running IRAM. Inputting the identical data used by IRAM will generate 
the figures discussed throughout this paper. Note however, that minor 
discrepancies may occur as a result of rounding procedures. 
*****INPUT MENU lA - ADD A DEPARTMENT**************************** 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
ENTER DEPARTMENT NUMBER CODE 
ENTER DEPARTMENT NAME 
A ADD ANOTHER DEPARTMENT 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
Notes: 
xxxx 
xxxxxxxxxxxx 
1120 
BIO SCI 
Each department and college must be assigned a number and name. 
Department code numbers are limited to four digits--the first two digits 
indicate the college number and the last two indicate the department 
number. The dean's office must be coded with a 00 department code, and 
teaching departments must be assigned a minimum of three courses. The 
maximum number of colleges is 10 and the maximum number of departments 
within a college is 20. Department names are limited to 12 alpha 
characters. 
Step 2 - Course Data Base Input 
*****INPUT MENU 2 - COURSE INFORMATION*************************** 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
A ADD A COURSE 
B DELETE A COURSE 
C MODIFY COURSE INFORMATION 
D CLEAR ALL COURSE SECTIONS AND HEADCOUNTS 
E DEFINE CLASS TYPE 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
59 
WARNING: OPTION "D" - CLEAR ALL COURSE SECTIONS AND HEADCOUNT, WILL 
ERASE ALL SECTION NUMBERS AND HEADCOUNTS FOR EVERY COURSE IN THE DATA 
BASE MATRIX. 
*****INPUT MENU 2A - ADD A COURSE******************************** 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
1. COURSE DEPARTMENT NUMBER CODE xxxx 1120 
2. COURSE PREFIX xx xx BSC 
3. COURSE NUMBER xxxx 1020 
4. COURSE CREDIT HOURS xx 4 
5. COURSE TYPE (1-6) x 1 
6. GENERAL ED PROGRAM CODE x 1 
7. COURSE HEADCOUNT xxxx 298 
Notes: 
The course data base matrix requires seven pieces of information 
for each course. The user must respond initially to all seven questions 
even though only question 7 will normally vary for subsequent semesters. 
The limitations are as follows: 
Maximum Alpha/ 
Required Course Information Digits Numeric 
1. Course Department Number Code 4 N 
2. Course Pref ix 4 A 
3. Course Number 4 N 
4. Course Credit Hours 2 N 
5. Course Type 1 N 
6. General Education Program Code 1 N 
7. Course Headcount 4 N 
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Number 5, course type, is limited to six categories of courses. 
These course types must be defined and assigned a standard enrollment as 
indicated in Step 2, Input Menu 2E - Standard Enrollment by Class Type. 
The General Education Program Code should be coded with a "l" or 
"O" if not applicable. Item 7, Course Headcount, is defined as total 
average headcount for both semesters during the previous academic year. 
Projected course headcounts for the current year may be substituted for 
historical data. 
*****INPUT MENU 2E - STANDARD ENROLLMENT BY CLASS TYPE*********** 
CLASS STANDARD SAMPLE 
TYPE DESCRIPTION ENROLLMENT IRAM INPUT 
1 xxxxxxxxxxxx xxx LECTURE 40 
2 xxxxxxxxxxxx xxx PROB SOLVING 25 
3 xxxxxxxxxxxx xxx LABORATORY 10 
4 xxxxxxxxxxxx xxx UNASSIGNED 0 
5 xxxxxxxxxxxx xxx UNASSIGNED 0 
6 xxxxxxxxxxxx xxx UNASSIGNED 0 
Notes: 
A maximum of six class types can be used with IRAM. Each class 
type must be assigned an average standard enrollment of not more than 
999 students. For example, using the IRAM input, a course with a class 
type 1 indicates a lecture course. To receive full funding, all type 1 
courses must have an enrollment of 40 student on the average. If the 
average enrollment is less than 40 students, IRAM will allocate propor-
tionately fewer faculty positions and visa versa. 
Step 3 - Course and Faculty Parameters 
*****INPUT MENU 3A - (9 MO) INSTRUCTIONAL FACULTY POSITION INPUT* 
SAMPLE 
CONTRACT PERIOD IN MONTHS 
FTE TEACHING WORKLOAD IN CR HRS/WK 
TEACHING:RESEARCH RATIO 
TEACHING:COMMUNITY SERVICE RATIO 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
xx 
xx 
xx 
xx 
IRAM INPUT 
9 
12 
9 
22 
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Notes: 
The contract period in months is defined as 9 or 10. A nine-month 
contract spans 39 weeks. 
The full-time equivalent workload is the number of course credit 
hours a full-time faculty member is assigned to teach with no other 
responsibilities except those normally associated with the course load. 
IRAM used 12 course credit hours per week to generate one FTE teaching 
position. 
The teaching-to-research ratio is the number of teaching positions 
required to generate one research position. Using IRAM input, one 
research position is generated for every nine teaching faculty. 
The teaching-to-community service ratio is the number of teaching 
positions required to generate one community service position. IRAM 
generated one community service position for every 22 teaching 
positions. 
***************************************************************** 
*****INPUT MENU 3B - (12 MO) ADMINISTRATIVE POSITION INPUT******* 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
FIXED ADM POSITIONS PER DEPARTMENT 
INSTR FACULTY:VARIABLE ADM POSITIONS RATIO 
VARIABLE ADMINISTRATIVE MINIMUM 
INSTRUCTIONAL POSITIONS:ASST DEAN RATIO 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
Notes: 
xx 
xx 
xx 
xx 
1 
14 
8 
50 
The fixed administrative positions per department indicates the 
number of administrative faculty positions allocated, regardless of the 
number of instructional faculty positions. 
Variable administrative positions are. generated at the rate of 1 
for every 14 instructional faculty positions using IRAM input. Variable 
administrative minimum refers to the minimum number of instructional 
faculty required to be eligible for this allocation. For example, IRAM 
will generate one additional administrative position for every 14 
instructional faculty positions, provided there are at least eight 
instructional positions in the department. If there are less than eight 
instructional positions, no variable administrative positions are 
calculated. 
) 
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Assistant dean positions are also based on the number of instruc-
tional faculty positions. IRAM generated one assistant dean position 
for every 50 instructional faculty positions. These ratios will depend 
on the centralization of administrative duties in the dean's office. 
*****INPUT MENU 3C - TEACHING/INSTR FACULTY FUNDING INPUT******** 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
DEPARTMENT NUMBER CODE 
FULL PROF RATE 
ASSOC PROF RATE 
ASSIST PROF RATE 
INSTRUCTOR RATE 
xxxx 
$ xxxxx 
$ xxxxx 
$ xxxxx 
$ xxxxx 
A INPUT ANOTHER DEPARTMENT 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
Notes: 
1120 
39363 
29200 
24298 
17308 
Instructional faculty salary rates are input by department and 
rank. The IRAM input used nine month faculty salary rates from the 
Oklahoma Salary Survey for the southeast region. Instructor rates are 
used to generate funding for lower level courses, while the average of 
full, associate, and assistant rates are used to fund all other teaching 
positions. 
*****INPUT MENU 3C - ADMINISTRATIVE FACULTY FUNDING INPUT******** 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
CHAIRPERSON PREMIUM 
ASSISTANT DEAN PREMIUM 
DEAN PREMIUM 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
% xxx 
% xxx 
% xxx 
10 
15 
26 
63 
Notes: 
The chairperson premium is stated as a percentage of the full 
professor funding rate for the respective department. For example, if a 
full professor position is funded at $1, 000 per week and the average 
premium for chairperson duties is 10%, the chairperson position would be 
funded at $1,100 per week (110% of $1,000). 
Assistant dean and dean premiums are stated as a percentage of all 
full professors funding rates within the respective college. For 
example, using IRAM input, the average full professor rate from the 
Oklahoma Salary Survey was $38,430 for nine months, or $985 per week. 
With a premium of 26 percent, the dean's position was funded at $1,242 
per week. Using a 12 month contract period, IRAM generated about 
$64,500 ($1,242 x 52 weeks) for the dean's position. 
All administrative and staff positions are funded on an annual 
basis. 
*****INPUT MENU 3E - OTHER FACULTY AND FUNDING INPUT************* 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
FUNDING RATE FOR GEP COURSES 
FUNDING RATE FOR TEACHING POSITIONS 
FUNDING AMOUNT FOR SPECIAL ALLOCATIONS 
ACTUAL MONIES AVAILABLE-FACULTY ALLOC 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
Notes: 
% xxx 100 
% xxx 90 
$ xxx 0 
$ xxxxxxx 6602315 
The funding rate for general education program courses is used to 
provide funding for coded courses at a different rate. The courses 
coded with a "G" under Step 2 - Course Information will not be subject 
to proration and will be funded at the indicated rate. For example, 
using IRAM input parameters, lower level general education program 
courses were earmarked with a "G" under Step 2 - Course Information. 
All courses coded "G" were funded at the rate of 100% and were not 
subject to proration. If the funding rate had been zero, then IRAM 
would have ignored the "G" code and treated all course equally. 
The funding rate for teaching positions indicates the percentage of 
teaching positions to be funded with regular salaried faculty. The 
remaining positions will automatically be funded under the temporary 
personnel adjunct faculty category. For example, using the IRAM input 
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parameters, 90 percent of all generated teaching positions were funded 
from the faculty salary budget. The remaining 10 percent were funded 
from the temporary personnel adjunct category. Had the IRAM input been 
100%, all teaching positions would have been funded from the salary 
budget and no temporary personnel adjunct funds would have been 
allocated. 
Actual monies available for allocation include the total faculty 
budget,less the total faculty specials. 
Step 4 - Staff Parameters 
*****INPUT MENU 4A - STAFF POSITION AND FUNDING INPUT************ 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
FIXED STAFF POSITIONS PER DEPT xx 1 
AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE FOR FIXED STAFF $ xxxxx 13885 
INSTRUCTIONAL POSITIONS:STAFF RATIO xx 14 
FIXED STAFF POSITIONS PER ASST DEAN xx 1 
AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE FOR VARIABLE STAFF $ xxxxx 11357 
FUNDING AMOUNT FOR SPECIAL ALLOCATIONS $ xxxxxx 0 
ACTUAL MONIES AVAILABLE-STAFF ALLOC $ xxxxxxx 469492 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
Notes: 
Fixed staff positions per department is the · number of staff 
positions allocated to each department regardless of the number of 
instructional faculty positions. These positions are funded at an 
average annual rate of $13,885 in the IRAM program. 
The instructional positions-to-staff ratio is the number of 
instructional positions required to generate one additional staff 
position. For example, using the IRAM input, a department will generate 
one additional staff position for every 14 instructional faculty 
positions. IRAM used an average funding rate of $11,357 per variable 
staff position. 
Actual monies available for allocation includes the total staff 
budget less the total staff specials. 
Step 5 - Temporary Personnel Budget Input 
*****INPUT MENU 4 - TEMPORARY PERSONNEL BUDGET INPUT************* 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
ADJUNCT FACULTY-COURSE CREDIT HR RATE 
STUDENT ASST-HOURLY RATE 
STUDENT ASST-HOURS 
FIXED ALLOCATION PER DEPARTMENT 
FUNDING AMOUNT FOR SPECIAL ALLOCATIONS 
ACTUAL MONIES AVAILABLE FOR ALLOCATION 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
Notes: 
$ xxxx 
$ xx.xx 
xxx 
$ xxxxxx 
$ xxxxxx 
$ xxxxxxx 
400 
4.00 
360 
0 
0 
378069 
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Adjunct faculty-course credit hour rate is the average rate of 
compensation paid to adjunct faculty per course credit hour. Student 
assistant-hourly rate is the average hourly rate per hour paid to all 
levels of student assistants. 
Student assistant-hours is defined as the number of hours per 
academic year allocated for each instructional faculty position. For 
example, using the IRAM input, each instructional faculty position 
earns 10 hours per week of student assistance. Since classes are in 
session for 36 weeks during the academic year, the student assistant 
hours would be 360 (10 hours per week x 36 weeks per academic year). 
Actual monies available for allocation include .the total temporary 
personnel budget less the total temporary personnel specials. 
Step 6 - Operating Expense Budget Input 
*****INPUT MENU 5 - OPERATING EXPENSE BUDGET INPUT*************** 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
FIXED ALLOCATION PER DEPARTMENT 
VARIABLE ALLOCATION PER INSTR FACULTY 
VARIABLE ALLOCATION-DEAN'S OFFICE 
FUNDING AMOUNT FOR SPECIAL ALLOCATIONS 
ACTUAL MONIES AVAILABLE FOR ALLOCATION 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
$ xxxxx 
$ xxxxx 
$ xxxxx 
$ xxxxxx 
$ xxxxxxx 
2500 
1200 
120 
0 
377211 
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Notes: 
Fixed allocation per department is the amount each department will 
receive regardless of the number of instructional faculty positions in 
that department. 
Variable allocation per instructional faculty is the amount of 
expense monies each position generates. The variable allocation-dean's 
office are the expense monies per instructional faculty position within 
the college. This amount will vary depending on the extent to which 
general administrative duties are delegated to the individual 
departments. 
Actual monies available for allocation include the total operating 
expense budget less total operating expense specials. 
Step 7 - Operating Capital Budget Input 
*****INPUT MENU 6 - OPERATING CAPITAL BUDGET INPUT*************** 
SAMPLE 
IRAM INPUT 
FIXED ALLOCATION PER DEPARTMENT $ XXXXXX 
VARIABLE ALLOCATION PER INSTR FACULTY $ XXXXXX 
FUNDING AMOUNT FOR SPECIAL ALLOCATIONS $ XXXXXX 
ACTUAL MONIES AVAILABLE FOR ALLOCATION $ XXXXXX 
R RETURN TO OPENING MENU 
Notes: 
500 
50 
0 
16450 
Actual monies available for allocation includes the total operating 
capital budget less the total operating capital specials. 
Step 8 - Run Allocation Model 
After returning to the main menu the user will follow the print 
instructions to obtain a copy of the allocation. Appendix B contains a 
sample of the output from the pilot study using the input parameters 
listed in steps one through six and the sample IRAM program diskette. 
Warning: The printer must be in the "on" position prior to executing 
the "RUN" command. 
CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of this pilot study was to determine if the model, as 
designed, was operational. By comparing actual budget allocations to 
model-generated allocations, variances can be analyzed to identify 
significant model omissions or errors. This model was not designed to 
duplicate existing internal allocation procedures, therefore, variances 
are expected. Significant variances were identified and explained to 
the extent necessary to ensure the functional ability of the model. The 
internal budget information for the University of Central Florida's 
College of Arts and Sciences 1983-84 was used for the analyses that 
follow. 
Actual internal allocations and model allocations for positions and 
salaries of teaching and administrative faculty during the 1983-84 year 
are presented in tables 17 and 18. For comparative ·purposes, informa-
tion is summarized by discipline within college. Table 17 shows the 
actual allocation as listed in the university's operating budget 
(Schedule III). The total number of full-time faculty positions is 237 
with funding of $6, 602, 318. The 24 administrative positions sum to 
$1 063 675 The dean 's off1°ce 1·s allocated five adm1"n1°strative ' , . 
positions and the departments one each. The average annual administra-
tive salary in the college is $44,320. This same analysis applies to 
the nine-month instructional faculty salaries. 
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Table 18 is formatted like Table 17 and lists the comparable 
model-generated figures after prorating to the actual allocation total 
of $6,602,315. The figures in Table 18 represent a summary of informa-
tion presented in previous sections. For example, adding entries in the 
first and fourth numeric columns yield the total faculty position count 
from Table 1. 
Tables 19 and 20 combine the data in tables 17 and 18, depict 
variances, and sort the information into two categories--faculty salary 
funding and faculty positions. Table 19 shows the model-generated 
salaries after proration and compares them to the actual salaries. The 
model-derived allocation mix was used to generate the total prorated 
faculty allocation. In keeping with parameters of the model, lower-
level general education positions were funded at 100 percent and 
remaining positions prorated to the actual budget total, using the 
generated mix. 
Model-generated faculty salaries are, in total, approximately 10.7 
percent greater than the actual allocation. After funding lower-level 
general education positions at 100 percent, all other faculty positions 
were funded at approximately 12 percent less than the model-generated 
allocation. 
Table 19 compares, by discipline, the dollar variance and related 
percentage variance. Twelve of the 20 areas were under funded compared 
to the model, and eight were over funded. The range of variances were 
significant and varied from +57 percent to -32 percent. To explain 
these variances, the number of positions, rank, and salary rates were 
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TABLE 19 
TOTAL FACULTY - FUNDING VARIANCE 
FUNDING 
MODEL ACTUAL VARIANCE 
PRORATED TOTAL OVER(UNDER) 
DEPARTMENT FUNDING FUNDING MODEL ALLOC % VARIANCE 
BIO SCI 340,888 531,923 191,035 56% 
COMM 558,049 549,415 (8,634) -2% 
COMP SCI 767,004 800,034 33,030 4% 
ART 180,222 183,182 2,960 2% 
MUSIC 217,493 341,765 124,272 57% 
THEATRE 112,171 85,637 (26,534) -24% 
FOR LANG 175,891 134,793 (41,098) -23% 
ENGLISH 471,734 434,117 (37,617) -8% 
HUM PHL REL 211,469 178,076 (33,393) -16% 
MATH 653,187 549,366 (103,821) -16% 
STAT 291,647 279,529 (12,118) -4% 
CHEM 277,653 352,199 74,546 27% 
PHYSICS 216,743 239,970 23,227 11% 
PSYCHO 504,357 445,328 (59,029) -12% 
PUB SERV 420,050 307,016 (113,034) -27% 
SOC WORK 125,016 101,797 (23,219) -19% 
HISTORY 344,676 308,564 63,888 26% 
POLI SCI 335,230 228,963 (106, 267) -32% 
SOC & ANT 218,193 319,987 101,794 47% 
DEAN'S OFF 280,642 230,657 (49,985) -18% 
TOTAL 6,602,315 6,602,318 3 0% 
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TABLE 20 
TOTAL FACULTY - POSITION VARIANCE 
POSITION 
MODEL ACTUAL VARIANCE 
ALLOC FAC ALLOC FAC OVER(UNDER) 
DEPARTMENT POS POS MODEL ALLOC % VARIANCE 
BIO SCI 13.20 18.00 4.80 36% 
COMM 20.94 19.00 -1.94 -9% 
COMP SCI 25.19 27.00 1.81 7% 
ART 7.41 7.00 -0.41 -6% 
MUSIC 9.77 14.00 4.23 43% 
THEATRE 4.33 3.00 -1.33 -31% 
FOR LANG 7.41 5.00 -2.41 -33% 
ENGLISH 20.72 18.00 -2.72 -13% 
HUM PHL REL 8.59 6.00 -2.59 -30% 
MATH 25.66 20.00 -5.66 -22% 
STAT 9.74 10.00 0.26 3% 
CHEM 10.80 11.00 o. 20 . 2% 
PHYSICS 8.64 9.00 0.36 4% 
PSYCHO 18.95 16.00 -2.95 -16% 
PUB SERV 14.49 13.00 -1.49 -10% 
SOC WORK 3.73 4.00 0.27 7% 
HISTORY 10.18 11.00 0.82 8% 
POLI SCI 12.96 9.00 -3.96 -31% 
SOC & ANT 8.13 12.00 3.87 48% 
DEAN'S OFF 5.33 5.00 -0.33 -6% 
TOTAL 246.17 237.00 -9.17 -4% 
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analyzed for several departments. Actual allocation detail is presented 
in Table 17 and the model detail in Table 18 is used in the analysis. 
The biology department over funding in the amount of $191,035 can 
be explained by comparing model-generated rates and positions to actual 
numbers (Table 21). Prorated Oklahoma Study average professor rates 
were approximately five percent below actual salaries. The actual 
average salary of $28, 7 55, compared to the Oklahoma rate of $27, 215, 
accounts for approximately $24, 000 of the total variance. The most 
significant discrepancy is in the number of positions. Where the model 
generated 13.2 positions, the department actually has 18, which accounts 
for about 7 5 percent of the total dollar variance. The remaining 25 
percent is attributed to the mix of instructors to professors and, as 
stated above, to the average salary per position. The model suggests 
that, of the 13.2 positions, 4.37 should be instructors. In actuality, 
the biology department has no instructors. With the exception of one 
adjunct (.25 FTE), all courses, including introductory level courses, 
are taught by assistant, associate, or full professors. A review of the 
tenure status within the biology department indicates that 100 percent 
of faculty are tenured. This inflexibility accounts for the lack of 
adjunct faculty and also explains the funding variance associated with 
temporary personnel allocations. The model allocates funds such that 10 
percent of all instruction is performed by adjunct faculty. Details of 
this are discussed in a subsequent section. 
Faculty position variance could be attributed to an inappropriate 
enrollment standard. The majority of courses taught in the biology 
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department are laboratory (type three) courses. A standard enrollment 
of 10 was assigned to all laboratory type classes. A change in this 
value could significantly alter the model-generated allocation. If this 
number is deemed inappropriate, the user may assign a different value to 
this parameter. 
In the department of music, a model-to-actual variance of 57 
percent exists. This percentage equates to what the model considers to 
be an over funding of approximately $124,000. An examination of tables 
17 and 18 offers insight into reasons behind this large variance. As in 
the biology department, the total faculty count is inappropriate accord-
ing to the model. The 14 faculty members represent a surplus of more 
than four positions, accounting for about 78 percent of the variance. 
An actual professor-to-instructor ratio of 5.5, instead of a 1.4 ratio 
calculated by the model, accounts for another 12 percent. The average 
adjusted Oklahoma Study salary of $23,096 is approximately $6,800 lower 
than the average salary being paid to music department faculty, which 
explains another 5.5 percent of the variance. Finally, administrative 
salary is about seven percent greater than that allocated by the model, 
which accounts for the remaining variance. 
Many of the comments made concerning the biology department apply 
here as well. There is, according to the model, an excess of faculty 
members within the professorial ranks. Examination reveals that all but 
2 of the 14 positions are tenure-earning or tenured, which can lead to 
a rigid departmental structure with major implications during periods of 
retrenchment. 
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The issue of class size is again an obvious source of conjecture. 
As in the biology department, many classes in the music department are 
type three courses, which means that a standard enrollment of 10 was 
assigned. Some would say that 10 is too many, and that is why the 
model-generated allocation is below the actual number. Another explan-
ation for an over-allocation could be an absence of adjunct faculty. 
However, the number of adjuncts total approximately 4.5 FTE which 
indicates an even greater over-allocation. This situation could be the 
result of university or college special funding for projects such as 
marching bands. Although internal special allocations are not earmarked 
in public documents, it must be recognized that this funding does exist. 
The next two departments, theatre and foreign languages, represent 
the first departure from over-allocation. Here the model generated an 
allocation that exceeded the actual numbers by 24 and 23 percent respec-
tively. Although these percentages are significant, the monetary 
difference is not. In terms of positions, differences in total faculty 
are 1.33 positions for theatre and 2.41 for foreign l&nguages. 
The theatre department under funding can be accounted for in terms 
of the under allocation of one position. This accounts for 96 percent 
of the variance. The remaining four percent is attributable to the net 
salary averages being slightly less than the model predicted. This 
professorial rank mix is in agreement with · the model; the number of 
adjunct faculty supports the need for an additional regular faculty 
position. 
Virtually all under-allocation in the foreign language department 
is the result of position funding. The model indicates that 3.5 
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Positions should be at the instructor level, 2 91 at th · f . e pro essor 
level, and 1 at the administrative level. A review of actual positions 
within that department indicates that there are no instructor level 
positions. Therefore, $29,300 of the funding differential is due to the 
lack of positions and a change in the mix. The remaining under-
allocation is attributable to the administrative position salary. 
Here, the chairperson position is under-funded by about 24 percent. 
The chemistry department over funding in the amount of $75,436 can 
be explained by comparing model-generated positions and rates to the 
actual figures. The least significant discrepancy is in the number of 
positions. Where the model generates 10. 8 positions, the department 
actually has 11, which accounts for only five percent of the total 
dollar variance. The model generates 1.11 administrative positions for 
a total of $57,823. The actual allocation is one position at $50,543. 
This is an under funding of about 10 percent for administrative posi-
tions. Instructor-level under funding accounts for 4.72 positions and a 
total salary of $85,845. When these two items are taken into account, a 
total discrepancy of $167,671 must be explained. 
This variance is attributed to the mix of instructors to professors 
and the average salary per position. The model suggests that, of the 
10.8 positions, 4.72 should be instructors. In reality, the chemistry 
department has no instructors. With the exception of one adjunct (.25 
FTE), all courses, including introductory level courses, are taught by 
assistant, associate, or full professors. A review of tenure status of 
the chemistry department faculty indicates that all faculty are tenured 
except one. This inflexibility accounts for lack of adjunct faculty and 
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also explains the funding variance associated with temporary personnel 
allocations. 
As for position funding, professor salaries total $301,656, whereas 
the model generated $133,985--a difference of $167,671. This is calcu-
lated by multiplying 5.03 positions by the actual average of $30,166, 
and then adding that amount to the product of 4.97 and the difference 
between the actual average and the model average of $26,959. 
The public service department is under funded by $113,034. They 
are 10 percent under-allocated in position count and 27 percent under-
allocated in regards to funding. Under funding at the administrative 
level is $32, 96 7, which equates to • 34 positions. The chairperson's 
12-month salary rate is $35, 430, which is more than 30 percent less 
than the model rate of $51,042 per position. At the professorial level, 
the department is under-allocated by 1. 81 positions for a total of 
$93,270. The model-generated salary average of $27,608, when compared 
to the actual rate of $23,043, indicates an average shortage of $4,025 
per position. 
This discrepancy can be partially explained by noting that, except 
for one instructor, all professor positions are at the assistant level. 
The model, as noted earlier, funds these positions at the average of the 
full, associate, and assistant professor rate. Also, only two of the 
faculty members hold doctoral level degrees. This is noteworthy because 
the model generates only .34 FTE in instructor positions. This means 
that there are very few courses taught at the lower level, yet the vast 
majority of faculty members do not hold a doctoral level degree. 
Another interesting aspect of the funding shortage is the temporary 
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personnel detail. Here, more than 50 percent of the funds for spring 
semester were earned by regular faculty on an overload basis. This is 
explored further in the temporary personnel analysis. 
The history department is over-allocated by • 82 positions with 
corresponding salaries totaling $63,888. The administrative salary rate 
of $49, 451 is reasonably close to the model-generated rate of $48, 790 
per position. Most of the variance lies in the ratio of instructors to 
professors and related salary rates. The model generated 4.91 
instructor positions at an average rate of $18,001, and 4.20 professor 
positions at an average rate of $24,782. The actual average salary is 
$25,911, and all filled positions are tenured, doctoral level full or 
associate professors, except for one tenured assistant professor. 
Again, the absence of instructors and the high percentage of tenured 
faculty leaves this department with little flexibility. This point is 
also supported by the fact that only two course sections are taught by 
adjunct faculty. 
With only one exception, the department of political science has a 
balanced mix of tenured faculty and faculty by rank. Model totals show 
that this department is under funded by $106,267 and 3.96 positions, 
representing 32 and 31 percent respectively. An examination of actual 
faculty structure indicates a total absence of instructors, yet the 
model generated 3.83 instructor positions. A review of course offerings 
reveal that only one lower level course (POS 2041) is normally offered 
by this department. 
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Further investigation reveals that many sections of this same 
course are offered during the same semester and typical head counts are 
in the 200 to 300 range per section. This is an example of a course 
where the funding level for a type one lecture mode with a standard 
enrollment of 40 might be inappropriate . If an extremely large enroll-
ment is acceptable to the university administrator, the standard enroll-
ment variable for this course should be altered accordingly. 
On the other hand, the administrator might choose to leave the 
standard at the current level, thereby allowing the department to 
generate more positions in one area, while enabling other courses to 
enjoy smaller class sizes. 
The bulk of the remaining variance is attributable to the actual 
average salary rate of $24,028, compared to the model rate of $25,654. 
This represents an average shortage of about six percent per profes-
serial position. Finally, the balance is associated with the under-
funding of the administrative position. Here, the actual rate of 
$36,735 per positions is compared to a model rate of $50,040, leaving a 
shortfall of $13,305 per administrative position. 
The department of sociology and anthropology represents another 
case where, as in the political science department, both positions and 
funding differ by approximately the same percentage. However, this 
department is over funded. The position count is high by 3.87 (48 
percent) and the budget is over funded by $101, 794 (47 percent). A 
closer examination reveals that the number of administrative positions 
agree but the funding is under by $12,805; the model-generated rate is 
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$50,136, and the actual rate is $37,331. The department is also under 
funded in terms of instructors. The model generated 1. 8 instructor 
positions at $16,510 each. However, the department has no instructors. 
In the professor category, the department is over funded by 5.67 
positions at an average salary of $25,955 each, for a total of $145,696. 
This number is reduced by $259 per model-allocated position because of 
the variance between actual and model rates. A review of the faculty 
structure shows that all except one position is tenured, and all except 
two are associate and full professors. Again, this over funding is 
emphasized by the lack of adjunct faculty employment. This department 
employed no adjunct faculty during the fall semester and only one 
faculty member during the spring semester. 
In summary, the largest discrepancies are caused by the inordinate 
number of full, associate, and assistant professors, compared to the 
number of instructors. As shown in Table 21, of 237 faculty positions, 
only 12 are at the instructor level. For a college with a large number 
of degree offerings and the majority of the lower level general educa-
tion courses, only a few are taught by instructors. The model generated 
67.68 instructor positions, which represents a shortage of 55.68. 
It should also be noted that departments with insignificant vari-
ances were not analyzed in detail. However, a general review was made 
to determine that none of the small variances resulted from summing a 
large negative and a large positive variance. 
Another related and noteworthy topic involves the number of tenured 
positions. While several departments enjoy a reasonable balance of rank 
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and tenure mix, others are almost totally inflexible. Generally, 
institutions are less concerned with rank and tenure constraints during 
expansion, but recent retrenchment problems indicate a need for emphasis 
on controlling the hiring of highly ranked tenured faculty each time a 
position is vacated. 
Table 21 shows the average faculty salary variance for each depart-
ment, which varies from $3,350 over to $6,016 under the model-generated 
averages. This calculation helps to identify those departments with 
questionable salary structures that may have been omitted in the 
detailed analysis above. Some of these differences are the result of 
departments staffed with a large number of highly paid full professors, 
where the model assumes an equal distribution of full, associate, and 
assistant professors. This is, in part, attributable to the demand, or 
lack of demand, for faculty in some disciplines. 
This condition is aggravated by the practice of highly paid admin-
istrators reverting back to the classroom and retaining their adminis-
trative salary rates. 
Another contributor is the classification of non-terminally degreed 
faculty in tenure-earning positions. In essence, these assistant 
professors equate to instructors in other colleges, such as the College 
of Business Administration. Since there are no uniform university-wide 
standards for faculty classification by rank, the problem of rank 
inflation will distort comparative analyses and contribute to the 
inflexibility of a department. 
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The variances associated with staff position funding is summarized 
in Table 22. When compared to the actual allocation, the model-
generated prorated variances ranging from an over funding for computer 
science of $31,730 to an under funding of $8,680 for statistics. In an 
effort to isolate the two components comprising the total variance, a 
position variance analysis was prepared and summarized in Table 23. 
From a position viewpoint, the parameters used in the model agree, 
within two-thirds of one position, to the actual allocation in the 
College of Arts and Sciences, except for two departments. The biology 
and computer science departments are over allocated by 1. 13 and 3. 27 
positions respectively. Again, special internal allocations are not 
always identified in documents available to the public. 
To help identify the rate variance by department, position vari-
ances were extracted using average secretarial ranges from Table 10. 
This procedure focuses on the difference between actual staff rates and 
those used in the model. After calculating these amounts, it was found 
that all but five departments exhibited variances of less than ten 
percent. Four of the five had variances of -28.69%, -18.35%, -19.16%, 
and -15.31%. A review of these departments showed that each had only 
one position, and the individual in that position was earning less than 
the average secretarial rate. The remaining department of public 
service administration showed an allocation of 1. 96 positions, but an 
under-allocation of rate. Ignoring the impact of any special consider-
ations, this means that the public service administration department 
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TABLE 22 
TOTAL STAFF - FUNDING VARIANCE 
FUNDING 
MODEL VARIANCE % 
DEPARTMENT PRORATED ACTUAL ACTUAL-MODEL VARIANCE 
BIO SCI 22,013 33,439 11,426 52% 
COMM 27,798 32,358 4,560 16% 
COMP SCI 31,059 62,789 31,730 102% 
ART 17,699 9,694 (8,005) -45% 
MUSIC 19,488 22,884 3,396 17% 
THEATRE 15,386 13,434 (1,952) -13% 
FOR LANG 17,699 10,541 (7,158) -40% 
ENGLISH 27,692 21,399 (6,293) -23% 
HUM PHL REL 18,541 10,413 ·c8,128) -44% 
MATH 31,374 34,693 3,319 10% 
STAT 19,382 10,702 (8,680) -45% 
CHEM 20,224 22,728 2,504 12% 
PHYSICS 18,646 12,158 (6,488) -24% 
PSYCHO 26,325 22,249 (4,076) -15% 
PUB SERV 22,959 20,041 (2,918) -13% 
SOC WORK 14,964 12,315 (2,649) -18% 
HISTORY 19,804 13,722 (6,082) -31% 
POLI SCI 21,802 21,896 94 0% 
SOC & ANT 18,225 21,691 3,466 19% 
DEAN'S OFF 58,409 60,426 2,017 4% 
TOTAL 469,492 469,492 (O) 0% 
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TABLE 23 
TOTAL STAFF - POSITION VARIANCE 
MODEL POSITION 
ALLOC ACTUAL VARIANCE % 
DEPARTMENT POS POS ALLOC-MODEL VARIANCE 
BIO SCI 1. 87 3.00 1.13 60% 
COMM 2.42 3.00 0.58 24% 
COMP SCI 2.73 6.00 3.27 120% 
ART 1.46 1.00 -0.46 -32% 
MUSIC 1. 63 2.00 0.37 23% 
THEATRE 1.24 1.00 -0.24 -19% 
FOR LANG 1. 46 1.00 -0.46 -32% 
ENGLISH 2.41 2.00 -0.41 -17% 
HUM PHL REL 1.54 1.00 -0.54 -35% 
MATH 2.76 3.00 0.24 9% 
STAT 1. 62 1.00 -0.62 -38% 
CHEM 1. 70 2.00 0.30 18% 
PHYSICS 1.55 1.00 -0.55 -35% 
PSYCHO 2.28 2.00 -0.28 -12% 
PUB SERV 1. 96 2.00 0.04 2% 
SOC WORK 1.20 1.00 -0.20 -17% 
HISTORY 1. 66 1.00 -0.66 -40% 
POLI SCI 1.85 2.00 0.15 8% 
SOC & ANT 1. 51 2.00 0.49 32% 
DEAN'S OFF 5.33 5.00 -0.33 -6% 
TOTAL 40.18 42.00 1.82 5% 
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has the correct number of positions, but in total they are funded at 
less than the average rate. 
positions at the minimum rate. 
This could result from creating new 
While comparing model to actual allocations, nothing surfaced that 
would negate the model's effectiveness as a management budgetary tool. 
Model-generated temporary personnel allocations are compared to 
actual allocations in Table 24. As indicated, a total dollar variance 
of $133,505 exists. This represents a funding level of approximately 74 
percent of the model-generated budget. While attempting to analyze 
variances by department, it became apparent that a meaningful presenta-
tion could not be accomplished. As indicated in Table 24, the dean's 
office retained almost 60 percent ($223,636) of the budget, which 
significantly distorts the analysis. The retention of large portions of 
the budget by the dean's office was unanticipated and unexplained. 
In an attempt to provide some quantitative comparisons, actual 
expenditures, as opposed to actual allocations, were extracted from 
university financial reports (University of Central Florida, 1984). 
Table 25 summarizes these expenditures by object code category. This 
table shows that 43 percent of the expenditures was for student assis-
tance, 53 percent for adjunct faculty, and 4 percent for miscellaneous 
temporary services. 
The situation that exists with actual expenditure of temporary 
personnel funds for the 1983-84 school year points out one of the 
problems associated with evaluating model performance by using actual 
numbers. The initial allocation for temporary personnel funds to the 
College of Arts and Sciences totaled $378,068 for the academic year in 
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TABLE 24 
ACTUAL ALLOCATION 
TEMPORARY PERSONNEL BUDGET 
MODEL- MODEL ACTUAL % 
DEPARTMENT GENERATED PRORATED ALLOC VARIANCE VARIANCE 
BIO SCI 28,041 20,723 8,400 (12,323) -59% 
COMM 44,729 33,056 4,800 (28,256) -85% 
COMP SCI 57,839 42,745 15,000 (27,745) -65% 
ART 14,749 10,900 59,600 48,700 447% 
MUSIC 20,152 14,893 20,000 5,107 34% 
THEATRE 7,637 5,644 3,200 (2,444) -43% 
FOR LANG 14,555 10,757 1,200 (9,557) -89% 
ENGLISH 42,552 31,447 2,400 (29,047) -92% 
HUM PHL REL 18,424 13,616 1,200 (12,416) -91% 
MATH 55,391 40,936 3,075 (37 ,861) -92% 
STAT 20,989 15,512 1,200 (14,312) -92% 
CHEM 23,943 17,694 5,057 (12,637) -71% 
PHYSICS 18,688 13,811 9,200 (4,611) -33% 
PSYCHO 40,624 30,023 11,400 (18,623) -62% 
PUB SERV 30,521 22,556 1,200 (21,356) -95% 
SOC WORK 6,393 4,724 1,200 (3,524) -75% 
HISTORY 21,726 16,056 2,700 (13,356) -83% 
POLI SCI 28,174 20,822 1,200 (19,622) -94% 
SOC & ANT 16,445 12,154 2,400 (9,754) -80% 
DEAN'S OFF 0 0 223,636 223,636 
TOTAL 511,574 378,069 378,068 
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question, compared to an equivalent model-generated number of $511,574. 
This initial sum was divided among departments as expected, but instead 
of distributing the total $378,068, the college held $223,636 in the 
dean's office for later distribution. 
There are two possible reasons for this action. Either the undis-
tributed funds were held in reserve for future allocation, or the 
college made a decision to control a particular segment of temporary 
personnel monies through that office, instead of through individual 
departments. 
To complicate the scenario further, additional monies were added to 
the college's temporary personnel funds during the academic year. By 
the time the year had ended, the college's temporary personnel expendi-
tures totaled over $1,000,000, almost twice that calculated by the model 
and more than three times the original budget allocation. 
A primary source of the increased budget allocation was the 
transfer of funds from one budget category to another. It is common for 
departments with vacant faculty positions to request a decrease in the 
salary budget in exchange for an increase in temporary personnel funds. 
This enables the college to employ adjunct faculty until the recruitment 
process can be completed and regular full time faculty members hired. 
Another cause for this type of money transfer results from outside 
funding of contract and grant awards. Here, a faculty member is tempor-
arily relieved of all or part of his/her teaching responsibilities to 
perform research activities. The faculty member's salary is paid by an 
outside agency, thereby making salary dollars available. These monies 
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TABLE 25 
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 
TEMPORARY PERSONNEL BUDGET 
STUDENT ADJUNCT TOTAL 
DEPARTMENT ASSISTANT % FACULTY % MISC % EXPENDITURES % 
BIO SCI 47,733 97% 1,350 3% 65 0% 49,148 4% 
COMM 10,990 14% 64,650 84% 1,468 2% 77,108 7% 
COMP SCI 247,777 82% 45,340 15% 9,225 3% 302,342 26% 
ART 2,016 7% 23,250 85% 2,128 8% 27,394 2% 
MUSIC 3,786 6% 46,760 71% 14,863 23% 65,409 6% 
THEATRE 2,582 17% 11,813 79% 474 3% 14,869 1% 
FOR LANG (459) -1% 33,331 101% 0% 32,872 3% 
ENGLISH 5,525 3% 156,121 97% 0% 161,646 14% 
HUM PHL R 1,287 4% 33,000 96% 0% 34,287 3% 
MATH 22,382 36% 38,851 62% 1,582 3% 62,815 5% 
STAT 5,085 26% 14,488 74% 0% 19,573 2% 
CHEM 51,209 93% 3,600 7% 59 · 0% 54,868 5% 
PHYS SCI 14,050 92% 0% 1, _170 8% 15,220 1% 
PSYCHO 18,427 29% 44,579 69% 1,475 2% 64,481 5% 
PUB SERV 4,968 8% 60,226 92% 0% 65,194 6% 
SOC WORK 1,004 11% 7,872 83% 642 7% 9,518 1% 
HISTORY 13,069 74% 4,275 24% 300 2% 17,644 1% 
POLI SCI 4,799 14% 29,325 86% 0% 34,124 3% 
SOC & ANT 2,118 23% 7,200 77% 0% 9,318 1% 
DEAN'S OFF 48,981 83% 0% 9,784 17% 58,765 5% 
TOTAL 507,329 43% 626,031 53% 43,235 4% 1,176,595 100% 
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are reclassified to the temporary personnel category and used to hire 
adjunct faculty. 
A comparison is detailed in Table 26, where percentages of total 
allocations are included to provide a means of identifying actual and 
model-generated funds. The model-generated adjunct allocation is 
approximately 40 percent of the total budget. This figure can be used 
to confirm salaried faculty position over and under allocations, pro-
vided significant budget transfers have not occurred. For example, the 
table indicates that the biology department spent about three percent of 
its budget on adjunct faculty. A review of the salary budget shows that 
all positions were filled with regular full-time, tenured faculty 
members. And, as previously indicated, only one course was taught by an 
adjunct faculty member. The actual use of temporary personnel funds 
supports the conclusions reached in the salary analysis section; the 
department has almost no flexibility in terms of manpower and is over-
staffed in terms of regular faculty positions. 
The computer science, music, chemistry, physics, history, and 
sociology departments were also overstaffed in terms of faculty budget. 
In general, the actual expenditure of temporary personnel funds was 
significantly less than the model-generated amounts. This was not true, 
however, for the music and sociology departments. Without budget 
transfer and special allocation details, it is impossible to critique 
and compare actual expenditures to the model-generated allocation. 
Also, the dean's office controlled and expended almost $50,000 of 
student assistance funds. At no point were these expenditures allocated 
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TABLE 26 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION 
TEMPORARY PERSONNEL BUDGET 
TOTAL 
ADJUNCT STUDENT TEMPORARY 
DEPARTMENT FACULTY % ASSISTANCE % PERSONNEL % 
BIO SCI 10,847 39% 17,194 61% 28,041 5% 
COMM 17,096 38% 27,634 62% 44,729 9% 
COMP SCI 24,460 42% 33,379 58% 57,839 11% 
ART 5,519 37% 9,230 63% 14,749 3% 
MUSIC 7,596 38% 12,557 62% 20,152 4% 
THEATRE 2,841 37% 4,795 63% 7,637 1% 
FOR LANG 5,325 37% 9,230 63% 14,555 3% 
ENGLISH 15,206 36% 27,346 64% 42,552 8% 
HUM PHL R 7,495 41% 10,930 59% 18,424 4% 
MATH 21,378 39% 34,013 61% 55,391 11% 
STAT 8,475 40% 12,514 60% 20,989 4% 
CHEM 9,989 42% 13,954 58% 23,943 5% 
PHYSICS 7,687 41% 11, 002 59% 18,688 4% 
PSYCHO 15,669 39% 24,955 61% 40,624 8% 
PUB SERV 11, 585 38% 18,936 62% 30,521 6% 
SOC WORK 2,461 39% 3,931 61% 6,393 1% 
HISTORY 8,608 40% 13,118 60% 21,726 4% 
POLI SCI 11,312 40% 16,862 60% 28,174 6% 
SOC & ANT 6,178 38% 10,267 62% 16,445 3% 
TOTAL 199,728 39% 311,846 61% 511,574 100% 
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to the incurring department, thereby resulting in a further distortion 
in the actual data. 
Difficulties encountered in the analysis do not impair the practic-
ability of the model. Rather, a summary of actual expenditures by 
category serves to highlight possible inequities. For example, if after 
exclusion of any special budgetary transactions, a department expends 
close to 100 percent of its temporary personnel funds in one category, 
inequities could exist in other categories. 
Table 27 shows the model-generated expense allocation compared to 
the actual allocation. Variances range from an over-allocation of 
$ 7 4, 503 for the computer science department to an under funding of 
$22,075 for the mathematics department. Here again, actual allocations 
favor the departments of biology, computer science, music, chemistry, 
and physics. Funding supplements or special allocations are co-mingled 
with regular allocations making it difficult to analyze results. 
Attempts were made to determine the rationale used in the actual alloca-
tion. Over-allocated departments were extracted and the remaining 
departments analyzed. Results were inconclusive. 
Next, the average amount per faculty was computed to determine if 
this approach was used. Additionally, actual expenditures from Table 15 
were inspected in hopes of revealing a basis for the allocation. All 
efforts to determine the logic behind the actual allocation failed, 
leading to the conclusion that a bias existed in favor of certain 
departments. This is not intended to carry a negative connotation, but 
rather to explain variations in funding from department to department. 
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TABLE 27 
MODEL-GENERATED AND ACTUAL ALLOCATION 
EXPENSE BUDGET 
MODEL FUNDING 
PRORATED VARIANCE 
TO ACTUAL ACTUAL OVER(UNDER) % 
DEPARTMENT ALLOCATION ALLOCATION MODEL ALLOC VARIANCE 
BIO SCI 18,771 44,000 25,229 134.4% 
COMM 28,277 18,000 (10,277) -36.3% 
COMP SCI 33,497 108,000 74,503 222.4% 
ART 11, 660 9,500 (2,160) -18.5% 
MUSIC 14,558 28,000 13,442 92.3% 
THEATRE 7,877 7,000 (877) -11.1% 
FOR LANG 11,660 8,000 (3,660) -31.4% 
ENGLISH 28,007 8,500 (19,507) -69.7% 
HUM PHL REL 13,109 5,200 (7,909) -60.3% 
MATH 34,075 12,000 (22,075) -64.8% 
STAT 14,521 6,000 (8,521) -58.7% 
CHEM 15,823 28,000 12,177 77.0% 
PHYSICS 13,170 16,000 2,830 21.5% 
PSYCHO 25,833 16,000 (9,833) -38.1% 
PUB SERV 20,355 8,500 (11,855) -58.2% 
SOC WORK 7,140 5,000 (2,140) :...30.0% 
HISTORY 15,062 5,500 (9,562) -63.5% 
POLI SCI 18,476 10,500 (7,976) -43.2% 
SOC & ANT 12,544 8,500 (4,044) -32.2% 
DEAN'S OFF 32,794 25,011 (7' 783) -23.7% 
TOTAL 377,211 377,211 
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common for certain departments to be earmarked as special units, 
allowing heavier funding. It is also common for certain departments to 
be granted additional funding for extraordinary expense needs. However, 
the budget document that clearly identifies these special requirements, 
segregates amounts, and provides explanations or justifications to 
support them, is better understood and accepted by other units within 
the college. 
To assess the appropriateness of the model, more detail is needed 
than that provided in available budget documents. As a first step in 
determining fixed and variable operating expense needs of the depart-
men ts Table 15 may be helpful. Although inequities are inherent in 
actual expenditures, they do provide insight into, for example, actual 
amounts expended for special supplies by the departments of biology, 
chemistry, and physics. 
The analysis of operating capital allocation differs from those 
discussed previously because of the nature of items in this category. 
In an attempt to present the analysis in a format consistent with 
previous categories, Table 28 summarizes the model prorated allocation 
and compares it to the actual allocation. As in the expense category, 
no consistent basis for allocation could be identified. The variance 
percentages support previous tendencies to over fund the biology, 
computer science, chemistry, and physics departments using the model 
parameters. Table 29 compares model-generated figures prorated to 
actual expenditure totals. Again, variances follow the same general 
trend. 
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A descriptive summary is presented in Table 30 where actual 
expenditures are tabulated by capital outlay object code. As in the 
temporary personnel analysis, large amounts of additional funding and/or 
budget transfers occurred during the year. A capital outlay budget 
allocation totaling $16,450 (Table 28), when compared to actual expend-
itures of $80,872 (Table 30), indicates changes of almost 400 hundred 
percent. It is apparent that the model is least appropriate for this 
category. A budget of $16,450 for 20 departments for the acquisition of 
large non-expendable items is more appropriately handled through special 
requests. At best, the model could allocate a small fixed amount per 
department and/or a predetermined amount for each faculty member, but 
the remaining funds should be listed as special procurements. 
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TABLE 28 
MODEL-GENERATED AND ACTUAL ALLOCATION 
OPERATING CAPITAL BUDGET 
FUNDING 
MODEL VARIANCE 
PRORATED ACTUAL OVER(UNDER) % 
DEPARTMENT ALLOC ALLOC ALLOCATION VARIANCE 
BIO SCI 855 1,000 145 16.9% 
COMM 1,141 1,100 (41) -3.6% 
COMP SCI 1,297 1,800 503 38.7% 
ART 642 600 (42) -6.5% 
MUS I C 729 700 (29) -4.0% 
THEATRE 528 650 122 23.0% 
FOR LANG 642 750 108 16.8% 
ENGLISH 1,133 1,000 (133) -11. 7% 
HUM PHL REL 685 550 (135) -19.8% 
MATH 1,315 500 (815) -62.0% 
STAT 728 700 (28) -3.8% 
CHEM 767 1,400 633 82.6% 
PHYSICS 687 1,000 313 45.5% 
PSYCHO 1,067 1,100 33 3.1% 
PUB SERV 903 600 (303) -33.5% 
SOC WORK 506 600 94 18.5% 
HISTORY 744 850 106 14.2% 
POLI SCI 847 850 3 0.4% 
SOC & ANT 668 700 32 4.7% 
DEAN'S OFF 565 0 (565) -100.0% 
TOTAL 16,450 16,450 
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TABLE 29 
MODEL-GENERATED ALLOCATION AND ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 
OPERATING CAPITAL BUDGET 
FUNDING 
MODEL ACTUAL VARIANCE 
PRORATED EXPEND I- OVER(UNDER) % 
DEPARTMENT ALLOC TURES ALLOCATION VARIANCE 
BIO SCI 4,205 952 (3,253) -77.4% 
COMM 5,608 167 (5,441) -97.0% 
COMP SCI 6,378 11,689 5 ,311 83.3% 
ART 3,156 492 (2,664) -84.4% 
MUSIC 3,583 6,362 2,779 77.5% 
THEATRE 2,597 610 (1, 98 7) -76.5% 
FOR LANG 3,156 575 (2,581) -81. 8% 
ENGLISH 5,568 401 (5,167) -92.8% 
HUM PHL REL 3,370 444 (2,926) -86.8% 
MATH 6,464 537 (5,927) -91. 7% 
STAT 3,578 614 (2,964) -82.8% 
CHEM 3,770 14,713 10,943 290.3% 
PHYSICS 3,379 4,873 1,494 44.2% 
PSYCHO 5,247 1,134 (4,113) -78.4% 
PUB SERV 4,439 779 (3,660) -82.5% 
SOC WORK 2,489 553 (1,936) -77.8% 
HISTORY 3,658 26,431 22,773 622.6% 
POLI SCI 4,162 798 (3,364) -80.8% 
SOC & ANT 3,286 0 (3,286) -100.0% 
DEAN'S OFF 2,781 8,748 5,967 214.6% 
TOTAL 80,872 80,872 
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TABLE 30 
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES-JULY 1, 1983 THROUGH JUNE 4' 1984 
OPERATING CAPITAL 
BOOKS EQUIP OFF FURN MUS 
DEPARTMENT & SUBS EDUC NON-TAG & EQUIP INSTR TOTAL % 
BIO SCI 56 896 952 1. 2% 
COMM 117 50 167 0.2% 
COMP SCI 1,234 9,215 141 1,099 11, 689 14.5% 
ART 492 492 0.6% 
MUSIC 126 603 5,633 6,362 7.9% 
THEATRE 610 610 0.8% 
FOR LANG 27 548 575 0.7% 
ENGLISH 401 401 0.5% 
HUM PHL REL 444 444 0.5% 
MATH (5) 542 537 0.7% 
STAT 30 584 614 0.8% 
CHEM 62 14,651 14,713 18.2% 
PHYSICS 90 3,797 986 4,873 6.0% 
PSYCHO 967 167 1,134 1.4% 
PUB SERV 779 779 1.0% 
SOC WORK 29 399 125 553 0.7% 
HISTORY 26,431 26,431 32.7% 
POLI SCI 798 798 1.0% 
SOC & ANT 0 0.0% 
DEAN'S OFF 8,748 8,748 10.8% 
TOTAL 1,766 30,578 1,738 41,157 5,633 80,872 100.0% 
% 2.2% 37.8% 2.1% 50.9% 7.0% 100.0% 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Conclusions 
This paper has described a model for allocating faculty and staff 
salary funds, as well as expense and capital funds, at the university 
level. Design of this model was undertaken with the goal of providing 
a useful administrative tool whose utility would remain strong through 
periods of declining enrollment and reduced funding. To this end, the 
concept of marginal costing has been implemented where appropriate. 
Ability to redirect resources in the short run is an important 
aspect of this model. The model retains its flexibility by allowing the 
user the option of inputting fixed and variable costs as determined by 
the institution, and by incorporating a funding system which supports 
the use of instructors and adjunct faculty. 
Numerical factors used as inputs into this model are based on, for 
the most part, studies reported in the literature. Until ideal costs by 
department, level, and category are determined, reliance on historical 
figures will likely continue to play a large role in determining 
allocation factors. 
The purpose of the pilot study was to ·ensure that the model was 
practical and to discover errors or omissions in its design. Variances 
were expected and, where significant, were investigated and explained. 
A large college (over 200 faculty members and a budget in excess of $8 
million) at the University of Central Florida was selected for the pilot 
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study. The model was used to apportion the budget allocation tri the 20 
academic departments within the College of Arts and Sciences, as a means 
of verifying the model's reasonableness. A task was then undertaken to 
compare and analyze differences between actual and model-generated 
figures. The results are very encouraging; in most cases equivalent 
numbers varied only slightly. Where large variations existed, an 
analysis was performed to determine the cause. Variances were investi-
gated to deduce whether the model could be improved or if differences 
resulted from other influences. 
Based on the parameters used in the model, the salary analysis 
identified departments that were over- and under-staffed. It also 
revealed faculty salary rates that were inconsistent relative to their 
counterparts at other universities in the same region. The analysis 
also made apparent an "inflexibility factor" in some departments where a 
large percentage of the faculty are highly ranked and tenured. 
The model incorporates an element of staffing flexibility into the 
allocation process by supporting less than 100 perc~nt of the courses 
with regular full-time faculty, and the remainder with instructors and 
adjunct faculty. This strategy is important during times of expanding 
and declining enrollment. 
Variance analyses indicate extreme inequities in this area. It 
should be noted that the University of Central Florida has been in a 
growth mode since opening its doors in 1968, and has no experience with 
retrenchment. This continued growth has influenced administrative 
policy, or the lack of such, concerning organizational flexibility and 
efficiency. 
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The pilot study showed that the model could be easily administered 
and may be useful as an administrative guide. However, internal and 
unwritten budget policies made it difficult to thoroughly analyze all 
variances. This was especially true in categories such as temporary 
personnel, where almost half of the budget was retained in the dean's 
office. Another factor which contributed to analytical problems was the 
commingling of special and supplemental allocations. It was apparent 
that certain departments were receiving relatively large allocations, 
but documented justification could not be located. Therefore, the 
quantitative data were not available to permit the kind of variance 
analyses necessary to complete a rigorous study. 
The pilot study also showed that operating capital budgets do not 
lend themselves to a formula-based allocation. This was especially true 
for the College of Arts and Sciences, where the annual operating capital 
budget totaled $16,540 for 20 departments. A review of actual expendi-
tures disclosed no uniformity in capital acquisitions from item to item 
or department to department. Monies spent for operating capital expense 
items appear in the model as random and unpredictable. The model does 
allow for specials; in the case of capital budgets, the majority of the 
allocation would fall into that category. 
The most valuable contribution of this study is probably that it 
demonstrated the feasibility of using fixed and variable costs as part 
of an allocation process on a personal computer. As such, it may serve 
as the groundwork for future studies within other departments or 
colleges to aid in planning and budgeting processes. Additionally, the 
model can be altered with very little computer programming knowledge. 
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Parameters may be added and the model expanded to suit the needs of the 
institution. 
Recommendations 
Since the model appears to be operating without serious defici-
encies, the next step in the normal progression would be to exercise it 
using an entire university, with the goals of building confidence and 
exposing deficiencies in the model or actual allocations. 
This model should be implemented in its present design at another 
institution in order to test the claim of flexibility. It should also 
be operated in parallel with an existing manual allocation process to 
determine if the computerized model produces results similar to the 
manual technique. 
Subsequent use should lead to "fine tuning" of the design. Perhaps 
it will be demonstrated that some of the factor values presently in the 
model are not the best choice for a particular set of circumstances. 
These kinds of decisions require the expertise of an administrator who 
understands the model as well as the environment in which it is being 
used. 
More work is necessary to develop a sound basis for allocating 
non-salary funds. Figures used to date lack the substantiation present 
for salary funding. The literature is severely lacking in this area; 
perhaps a study should be undertaken to obtain national averages for 
these figures. A cost study to analyze, define, and categorize academic 
expenditures as fixed, semi-variable, or variable is necessary to aid in 
the development of marginal costing budget allocations. 
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Continued efforts to determine more precisely the additional costs 
associated with programs such as biology, chemistry, physics, and others 
are needed . Further study to eliminate the use of historical costs as a 
model factor or determinant of special allocations would aid in the 
development of a cost indexing by program system. A major problem with 
current weighting approaches is the time required to continually update 
data and the tendency to use historical expenditures as the original 
base. 
Another application of the model involves funding of costly 
programs in a manner similar to the concept behind a "user tax." 
Identifying the true cost of each program and assessing student (user) 
tuition accordingly has been suggested, but no significant progress has 
been noted. As computer science, engineering, and health program costs 
increase, those in lower cost disciplines such as education, humanities, 
letters, and social sciences are forced to share the monetary burden. 
This model could be extended to aid in the computation of tuition by 
department or course. As tuition increases, the determination of the 
direct and indirect costs by program could well become a major issue. 
Currently, the University of Central Florida assesses tuition by 
course level, but makes little effort to analyze cost by course level. 
Follow-up cost studies are needed to determine if departments are 
utilizing funds efficiently and effectively. An example of a documented 
inefficiency is the hiring of a full professor to teach introductory 
level courses when instructors, more experienced in teaching such 
courses, are available for half the salary rate. This situation often 
occurs during summer semesters when, traditionally, professors are given 
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first choice of assignment regardless of qualifications or monetary 
factors. While this may be the best decision under the circumstances, 
departments should be aware of the related cost penalty. 
Studies are also needed to determine the cost of research. As 
suggested by Lyell (1979), " •.• it's about time we separated the instruc-
tion from research so legislators can decide how much money is needed 
for each." Follow-up studies are needed to determine if allocated funds 
are actually spent on research, and to assess the value resulting from 
research funding. 
With the level of computer technology currently available, a 
natural extension of this model would be the determination of cost 
structures of other programs within the university. Knowing the cost of 
a program and the impact of eliminating or expanding that program could 
be invaluable information for the administrator. 
An issue that became prominent during the verification exercise 
concerns certain limitations of computer hardware and software. The 
Lotus 1-2-3 program requires that all data which is relevant to a 
particular application be resident in the computer's internal memory. 
The College of Arts and Sciences, with over 1,000 course sections and 
237 faculty positions, required approximately one-half of the maximum 
addressable memory for the computer used. . This means that, in its 
present configuration, the model could handle a university no larger 
than twice the size of the University of Central Florida's College of 
Arts and Sciences. Before it can be applied to larger universities, 
the model would have to be modified to run on a larger machine, or 
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rewritten so that each college was treated separately to yield per-
department or per-college detail, then combined into a consolidated 
allocation. 
APPENDIX A 
COURSE DATA BASE 
FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
BIO SCI: 
1120 BSC 
BSC 
BSC 
BSC 
BOT 
BSC 
zoo 
SLS 
MCB 
PCB 
PCB 
PCB 
PCB 
PCB 
BOT 
MCB 
BOT 
PCB 
zoo 
PCB 
zoo 
zoo 
BOT 
zoo 
MCB 
MCB 
ENY 
BSC 
MCB 
zoo 
PCB 
PCB 
MCB 
zoo 
BOT 
zoo 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
1020 4 298 
1020 0 1 
1030 4 273 
1030 0 34 
2010 3 116 
2010 4 418 
2010 3 89 
2311 1 93 
3013 4 88 
3023 3 43 
3043 3 77 
3043 1 76 
3063 3 104 
3063 1 91 
3154 3 12 
3203 4 39 
3223 3 10 
3233 4 82 
3303 4 19 
3703 4 75 
3713 5 26 
3733 4 173 
3800 3 13 
3905 2 1 
3905 3 1 
3905 4 1 
4004 3 11 
4034 3 17 
4114 4 32 
4203 4 20 
4302 4 15 
4303 4 10 
4404 4 12 
4453 4 9 
4503 4 8 
4603 4 29 
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T 
y G 
p E 
E p 
1 G 
1 G 
1 G 
1 G 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
MCB 
BOT 
BSC 
PCB 
BOT 
MCB 
MCB 
PCB 
zoo 
MCB 
·PCB 
MCB 
zoo 
PCB 
PCB 
BOT 
zoo 
PCB 
zoo 
BSC 
MCB 
PCB 
BOT 
BSC 
MCB 
BSC 
BSC 
BSC 
PCB 
zoo 
PCB 
PCB 
PCB 
MCB 
MCB 
MCB 
BOT 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4603 4 30 
4623 3 18 
4906 2 3 
4906 2 1 
4912 1 1 
4912 1 4 
4912 2 2 
4912 1 1 
4912 2 1 
4912 3 1 
5046 5 22 
5205 3 18 
5475 4 15 
5675 3 14 
5675 1 14 
5705 4 8 
5815 3 17 
5907 1 2 
5907 2 1 
5907 2 1 
6417 3 6 
6908 1 1 
6908 4 1 
6918 2 1 
6918 2 1 
6938 1 19 
6971 1 3 
6971 2 4 
6971 1 4 
6971 1 3 
6971 2 2 
6971 3 1 
6971 6 1 
6971 1 2 
6971 3 1 
6971 4 1 
6971 3 1 
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T 
y G 
p E 
E p 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
COMM: 
1124 SPC 
SPC 
SPC 
SPC 
SPC 
SPC 
MMC 
RTV 
VIC 
VIC 
JOU 
JOU 
COM 
COM 
FIL 
JOU 
RTV 
RTV 
RTV 
RTV 
SPC 
COM 
SPC 
SPC 
RTV 
JOU 
COM 
COM 
ADV 
PUR 
ADV 
ADV 
ADV 
ADV 
JOU 
MMC 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
1014 3 1167 
3250 3 95 
3410 1 24 
3511 3 29 
3542 3 27 
3601 3 22 
2000 3 21 
3000 3 161 
3000 3 81 
3001 3 185 
3003 3 47 
3100 4 107 
3110 3 193 
3120 3 53 
3200 4 19 
3200 4 16 
3200 4 95 
3210 4 30 
3220 4 68 
3300 4 57 
3301 3 70 
3311 3 163 
3425 3 43 
3445 3 42 
3501 4 66 
3600 4 35 
3905 3 1 
3940 1 1 
4000 3 102 
4000 3 146 
4000 3 54 
4003 4 69 
4101 4 88 
4103 3 53 
4104 4 17 
4200 3 187 
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T 
y G 
p E 
E p 
1 G 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
FIL 
RTV 
JOU 
JOU 
SPC 
SPC 
RTV 
COM 
SPC 
MMC 
SPC 
MMC 
RTV 
PUR 
RTV 
RTV 
RTV 
SPC 
SPC 
COM 
JOU 
PUR 
RTV 
SPC 
ADV 
ADV 
JOU 
RTV 
COM 
COM 
COM 
COM 
RTV 
PUR 
MMC 
MMC 
MMC 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4201 4 15 
4206 4 13 
4300 4 19 
4302 3 19 
4330 3 137 
4350 3 87 
4403 3 84 
4463 3 28 
4540 3 96 
4602 3 71 
4633 3 19 
4700 3 59 
4700 3 96 
4800 3 48 
4800 3 73 
4906 1 2 
4906 2 1 
4906 1 2 
4906 2 1 
4906 3 8 
4906 3 2 
4906 3 1 
4906 3 7 
4906 3 5 
4906 4 2 
4941 3 2 
4941 3 3 
4941 3 11 
4941 2 1 
4941 3 10 
4941 5 1 
4941 6 2 
4941 4 1 
4941 3 4 
4945 6 1 
4945 2 6 
4945 3 34 
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y G 
p E 
E p 
2 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 
FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
MMC 
MMC 
MMC 
SPC 
COM 
SPC 
MMC 
ADV 
COM 
SPC 
COM 
COM 
COM 
COM 
COM 
COM 
COMP SCI: 
1128 coc 
COP 
COP 
COP 
COT 
CAP 
CAP 
CAP 
CAP 
coc 
COP 
COP 
COP 
COP 
COP 
COT 
CDA 
CNM 
CIS 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4945 4 7 
4945 5 1 
4945 1 3 
6219 3 24 
6312 3 18 
6442 3 28 
6611 3 26 
6908 3 1 
6908 3 5 
6908 3 2 
6918 3 1 
6946 3 1 
6971 1 4 
6971 3 1 
6971 4 2 
6971 0 2 
1100 3 853 
1110 3 93 
2510 3 837 
2511 3 406 
3000 3 289 
3001 3 1138 
3002 3 201 
3006 3 57 
3007 3 63 
3024 3 170 
3120 3 118 
3215 3 269 
3402 3 362 
3404 3 185 
3530 3 237 
4001 3 108 
4102 3 89 
4110 3 89 
4112 3 125 
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p E 
E p 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 G 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
COP 
CDA 
CDA 
CDA 
CIS 
CIS 
COP 
COP 
CIS 
CAP 
COP 
COP 
CDA 
CIS 
CIS 
CDA 
COT 
CNM 
CDA 
CIS 
COT 
COP 
COP 
CAP 
COP 
CAP 
CDA 
COP 
COP 
CDA 
CIS 
CIS 
CDA 
CDA 
COP 
COP 
CAP 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4124 3 109 
4142 3 31 
4143 3 15 
4144 3 17 
4323 3 40 
4324 3 48 
4550 3 89 
4620 3 123 
4906 1 4 
4906 2 1 
4906 2 1 
4906 3 1 
4906 3 1 
4906 3 1 
5012 3 37 
5106 3 56 
5127 3 16 
5142 3 28 
5182 3 .15 
5234 3 12 
5314 3 25 
5554 3 15 
5613 3 25 
5623 3 9 
5632 3 18 
5722 3 41 
5907 1 10 
5907 1 2 
5937 3 11 
6107 3 4 
6122 3 8 
6124 3 11 
6168 3 9 
6184 3 5 
6614 3 14 
6615 3 11 
6646 3 6 
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p E 
E p 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
CDA 
CDA 
COP 
COT 
CIS 
COP 
COP 
CIS 
CDA 
CDA 
cos 
CDA 
COP 
CDA 
CDA 
CDA 
CDA 
COP 
ART: 
1132 ARR 
ARR 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ARR 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ART 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
6908 1 2 
6908 3 3 
6908 3 3 
6908 3 3 
6918 1 5 
6918 1 2 
6918 2 4 
6918 3 2 
6918 2 1 
6918 1 1 
6918 2 2 
6918 3 1 
6918 3 1 
7919 3 1 
7980 1 1 
7980 6 1 
7980 3 2 
7980 3 1 
2050 3 66 
2051 3 58 
2201 3 50 
2202 3 22 
2300 3 49 
2301 3 31 
3110 3 55 
3118 3 6 
3230 3 16 
3280 3 32 
3232 3 33 
3330 3 9 
3331 3 11 
3400 3 20 
3510 3 21 
3600 3 41 
3701 3 18 
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p E 
E p 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 G 
1 G 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
3 
2 
1 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
ARR 
ARR 
ARR 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ARR 
ART 
ART 
ARR 
ARR 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ARR 
ART 
ART 
ART 
ARR 
ARR 
ART 
MUSIC: 
1136 MUS 
MUC 
MVK 
MVK 
MVK 
MVK 
MUT 
MUT 
MVB 
MVP 
MVS 
MVV 
MVW 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
3710 3 41 
3930 3 16 
4071 4 7 
4111 3 23 
4130 3 33 
4235 3 20 
4237 3 20 
4301 3 38 
4320 3 12 
4402 3 19 
4430 3 19 
4450 3 37 
4530 3 19 
4604 3 39 
4703 3 17 
4800 3 13 
4906 1 6 
4906 2 2 
4906 3 15 
4906 1 2 
4906 3 3 
4932 3 4 
1011 0 167 
1101 1 4 
1111 1 90 
1121 1 51 
1131 1 36 
1141 1 11 
1210 1 7 
1211 1 6 
1211 1 7 
1211 1 8 
1211 1 11 
1211 1 40 
1211 1 10 
114 
T 
y G 
p E 
E p 
1 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 
2 
1 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 
3 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
MVW 
MVB 
MVK 
MVW 
MVO 
MVS 
MVW 
MVW 
MVS 
MUT 
MUT 
MVS 
MUL 
MUT 
MUT 
MVB 
MVK 
MVP 
MVS 
MVV 
MVW 
MVB 
MVW 
MVB 
MVK 
MVW 
MVB 
MVS 
MVW 
MVS 
MVS 
MUG 
MUN 
MVO 
MUT 
MUT 
MUN 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
1212 1 2 
1213 1 3 
1213 1 4 
1213 1 8 
1214 1 4 
1214 1 1 
1214 1 1 
1215 1 6 
1216 1 5 
1221 1 11 
1222 1 8 
1876 1 32 
2011 3 455 
2111 3 42 
2112 3 35 
2311 2 9 
2311 2 10 
2311 2 9 
2311 2 2 
2311 2 26 
2311 2 4 
2312 2 8 
2312 2 1 
2313 2 7 
2313 2 5 
2313 2 14 
2314 2 2 
2314 2 5 
2315 2 10 
2326 2 8 
2826 1 4 
3101 2 27 
3110 2 110 
3114 3 11 
3116 3 21 
3117 3 21 
3120 1 30 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
MVO 
MUN 
MUG 
MUN 
MUG 
MUN 
MUT 
MVB 
MVK 
MVP 
MVS 
MVV 
MVW 
MVB 
MVS 
MVW 
MVB 
MVW 
MVS 
MVW 
MVW 
MVS 
MUN 
MUT 
MUT 
MUN 
MUN 
MUN 
MUN 
MUN 
MUN 
MUN 
MUL 
MUN 
MUN 
MUS 
MUT 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
3124 2 2 
3140 1 80 
3201 2 1 
3280 1 36 
3301 2 10 
3310 1 126 
3311 2 1 
3321 2 6 
3321 2 8 
3321 2 3 
3321 2 2 
3321 2 25 
3321 2 2 
3322 2 2 
3322 2 2 
3322 2 4 
3323 2 4 
3323 2 13 
3324 2 3 
3324 2 2 
3325 2 4 
3326 2 6 
3340 1 44 
3353 1 8 
3354 1 11 
3380 1 13 
3410 1 19 
3420 1 2 
3420 1 38 
3430 1 23 
3440 1 9 
3450 1 32 
3670 3 12 
3710 1 48 
3711 1 1 
3905 1 1 
4031 1 2 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
MUG 
MUH 
MUH 
MUH 
MUT 
MVB 
MVK 
MVP 
MVS 
MVV 
MVB 
MVK 
MVW 
MVW 
MVB 
MVW 
MVK 
MVV 
MVW 
MVW 
MVW 
MVW 
MVW 
MVS 
MUS 
MUT 
MUE 
MVK 
MVV 
MVK 
MVV 
MUS 
MUS 
MVK 
MVS 
MVK 
MUT 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4102 2 2 
4211 3 23 
4212 3 16 
4218 1 2 
4275 2 1 
4331 2 1 
4331 2 15 
4331 2 1 
4331 2 2 
4331 2 15 
4333 2 2 
4333 2 2 
4333 2 1 
4334 2 1 
4335 2 2 
4335 2 1 
4341 2 14 
4341 2 5 
4341 2 2 
4342 2 2 
4343 2 4 
4344 2 3 
4345 2 1 
4346 2 3 
4401 2 6 
4431 3 14 
4480 1 10 
4640 1 7 
4640 1 3 
4641 1 6 
4641 1 4 
4905 1 14 
4905 2 6 
5251 1 6 
5252 1 1 
5253 1 1 
5325 2 5 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
MVK 
MVV 
MVW 
MUS 
MUS 
MVS 
THEATRE: 
1140 THE 
THE 
TPA 
TPP 
TPA 
. THE 
TPA 
TPP 
DAA 
TPA 
TPA 
THE 
TPP 
DAA 
THE 
TPA 
THE 
THE 
TPP 
TPP 
THE 
THE 
THE 
FOR LANG: 
1144 FRE 
GER 
FRE 
GER 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
5351 2 4 
5351 2 4 
5355 2 1 
5907 1 2 
5907 2 1 
5907 2 1 
1020 3 62 
2071 3 164 
2082 3 6 
2110 3 21 
2210 3 12 
2925 2 28 
3060 3 10 
3111 3 12 
3200 3 37 
3220 3 9 
3250 3 18 
3251 3 85 
3310 3 14 
3510 3 50 
3905 1 1 
3905 1 1 
3925 2 7 
4073 3 11 
4260 3 8 
4311 3 10 
4375 3 14 
4906 1 1 
4906 3 7 
1005 1 21 
1005 1 11 
1100 4 102 
1100 4 34 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
ITA 
LAT 
RUS 
SPN 
FRE 
GER 
ITA 
RUS 
SPN 
RUS 
FRE 
GER 
FRE 
GER 
SPN 
SPN 
FRW 
SPW 
FRW 
SPW 
FRE 
GER 
SPN 
SPW 
FRE 
GER 
SPN 
FRE 
FRE 
GER 
ITA 
LAT 
FRW 
LAT 
SPW 
SPW 
FRE 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
1100 4 22 
1100 4 9 
1100 4 16 
1100 4 144 
1101 4 59 
1101 4 20 
1101 4 18 
1101 4 6 
1101 4 94 
1930 3 7 
2200 4 25 
2200 4 9 
2201 4 24 
2201 4 8 
2230 4 23 
2231 4 17 
3100 3 16 
3100 3 25 
3101 3 12 
3101 3 21 · 
3240 3 27 
3240 3 10 
3240 3 22 
3370 3 31 
3420 3 21 
3420 3 8 
3420 3 17 
3905 1 1 
3905 2 1 
3905 3 6 
3905 3 1 
3905 3 2 
3905 4 1 
3905 4 2 
3905 3 2 
4310 3 24 
4421 3 12 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
FRE 
SPN 
FRE 
SPW 
SPW 
SPN 
ENGLISH: 
1148 ENC 
ENC 
ENC 
ENC 
REA 
ESL 
LIN 
CRW 
ENL 
AML 
ENC 
CRW 
LIT 
CRW 
CRW 
LIN 
AML 
ENL 
LIT 
LIT 
ENC 
ENC 
ENL 
ENC 
ENC 
ENC 
LIT 
LIT 
CRW 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4422 3 10 
4510 3 28 
4906 1 1 
4906 2 1 
4906 3 2 
4932 3 23 
1001 3 123 
1010 3 50 
1101 3 1122 
1102 3 1044 
1105 3 63 
1141 3 21 
1340 3 80 
2000 3 68 
2010 3 49 
2011 3 57 
2290 1 43 
2300 3 12 
3000 3 68 
3001 3 18 
3002 3 19 
3010 3 25 
3020 3 55 
3021 3 36 
3082 3 24 
3120 3 30 
3210 3 835 
3241 3 366 
3273 3 20 
3310 3 30 
3311 3 52 
3341 3 31 
3383 3 15 
3905 1 2 
3930 3 13 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
LIT 
LIN 
ENL 
LIN 
ENC 
ENC 
ENC 
ENC 
ENL 
ENL 
LIN 
ENL 
CRW 
ENC 
LIT 
LIT 
CRW 
CRW 
ENC 
LIN 
ENL 
LIT 
ENC 
LIT 
LIT 
CRW 
LIT 
LIT 
LIT 
LIT 
ENL 
LIT 
HUM PHIL REL: 
1156 PHI 
PHI 
PHI 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
3930 3 20 
4100 3 25 
4101 3 23 
4202 3 24 
4215 3 13 
4293 3 24 
4294 3 10 
4295 3 1 
4311 3 20 
4330 3 27 
4341 3 39 
4373 3 27 
4906 3 5 
4906 3 2 
4906 3 2 
4932 3 6 
4940 3 19 
4941 3 17 
4941 3 1 
5137 3 15 
5347 3 25 
5366 3 18 
5907 3 1 
5907 1 1 
5907 3 2 
5932 3 20 
6009 3 28 
6105 3 22 
6365 3 23 
6335 3 23 
6908 1 1 
6908 3 1 
1100 3 15 
2010 3 284 
2130 3 24 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
HUM 
HUM 
REL 
PHH 
PHM 
REL 
REL 
PHM 
REL 
PHH 
HUM 
HUM 
PHH 
PHI 
PHI 
PHP 
PHI 
PHI 
PHI 
REL 
PHI 
HUM 
REL 
REL 
REL 
REL 
REL 
HUM 
PHM 
PHI 
PHI 
MATH: 
1160 MAT 
MAC 
MAC 
MGF 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
2211 3 417 
2230 3 400 
2302 3 147 
3100 3 25 
3100 3 22 
3203 4 30 
3342 3 8 
3350 3 13 
3353 3 11 
3400 3 20 
3431 3 41 
3432 3 37 
3600 3 12 
3600 3 55 
3700 3 24 
3786 3 13 
3800 3 27 
3803 3 30 
3905 3 1 
4187 3 27 
4220 3 11 
4303 4 18 
4420 3 22 
4906 1 1 
4906 2 1 
4906 3 1 
4906 4 1 
4906 3 1 
4906 3 1 
4906 1 1 
4932 3 12 
1033 3 450 
1104 3 1598 
1114 3 562 
1202 3 87 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
MAE 
MHF 
MAE 
MAS 
MAS 
MAC 
MAC 
MAC 
MAP 
MAC 
MAC 
MAC 
MHF 
MAS 
MTG 
MAA 
MAA 
MTG 
MAP 
MAP 
MAA 
MAA 
MAP 
MAP 
MAP 
MAP 
MAP 
STAT: 
1192 STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
1810 3 9 
2300 3 42 
2811 3 9 
3103 4 14 
3113 4 110 
3233 3 591 
3253 3 108 
3254 3 59 
3302 3 384 
3311 4 858 
3312 4 663 
3313 4 415 
3905 3 1 
4153 3 29 
4212 4 26 
4226 3 6 
4227 3 2 
4302 3 3 
4363 4 23 
4364 3 10 
5211 4 10 
5405 3 41 
6406 4 10 
6424 3 11 
6445 3 5 
6918 1 1 
6918 2 1 
2014 3 391 
3023 3 1610 
3664 3 16 
4102 3 67 
4163 3 196 
4164 3 60 
4173 3 6 
4202 3 5 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
CHEM: 
1164 GLY 
CHM 
CHS 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHS 
CHS 
CHS 
BCH 
BCH 
BCH 
CHM 
CHS 
CHM 
CHM 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4222 3 12 
4321 3 19 
4322 3 2 
4442 3 10 
4502 3 12 
4912 3 1 
6236 3 4 
6246 3 5 
6447 4 8 
6707 3 5 
1000 3 172 
1034 3 469 
1931 4 332 
2045 4 246 
2046 1 126 
2046 3 119 
2205 5 62 
3121 5 80 
3210 3 133 
3211 2 46 
3211 3 51 
3212 2 23 
3410 4 25 
3411 2 15 
3411 4 20 
3501 3 23 
3511 3 8 
3531 3 9 
3905 3 1 
4053 3 66 
4054 3 34 
4130 4 25 
4200 3 7 
4220 3 13 
4610 3 16 
124 
T 
y G 
p E 
E p 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 G 
1 G 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
1 
1 
2 
3 
3 
2 
FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHM 
CHS 
CHS 
CHS 
CHS 
CHM 
CHM 
CHS 
CHS 
CHM 
CHS 
CHS 
CHS 
CHS 
CHS 
CHM 
CHM 
CHS 
PHYSICS: 
1168 PSC 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHS 
PHY 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4912 1 17 
4912 2 25 
4912 3 3 
4912 4 1 
5240 2 10 
5241 2 10 
5250 2 12 
5251 2 11 
5710 2 12 
5711 2 15 
6260 4 8 
6261 3 14 
6918 1 3 
6918 1 8 
6918 2 3 
6918 3 2 
6918 4 1 
6918 6 2 
6918 2 .1 
6918 4 1 
6918 8 1 
1512 3 604 
2040 3 308 
2040 1 83 
2041 3 171 
2041 1 137 
2050 4 325 
2051 4 55 
3014 3 22 
3015 3 27 
3044 3 3 
3045 3 7 
3046 3 10 
3303 3 6 
3421 4 194 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHS 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHY 
PHS 
PHY 
PHS 
PSYCHOLOGY: 
1172 PSY 
PSY 
PSB 
CBH 
CLP 
PPE 
DEP 
INP 
SOP 
INP 
CLP 
DEP 
PSY 
EXP 
DEP 
PSY 
PET 
PSY 
EXP 
EXP 
PSB 
DEP 
BES 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
3421 0 1 
3752 4 23 
3802 3 8 
3805 3 11 
3905 2 2 
3905 3 t 
4043 3 7 
4803 3 8 
4906 2 1 
4906 3 1 
4906 3 8 
4906 4 1 
2013 3 1031 
2023 1 175 
3002 4 161 
3003 3 15 
3003 3 47 . 
3003 3 174 
3004 3 167 
3004 3 44 
3004 3 197 
3102 3 14 
3143 3 198 
3202 3 11 
3204 4 77 
3204 4 1 
3212 3 14 
3214 4 134 
3215 3 29 
3302 3 35 
3304 3 27 
3404 4 120 
3442 3 123 
3464 3 34 
3512 2 19 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
EXP 
PSY 
EAB 
EAB 
SOP 
SOP 
SOP 
PSY 
PSY 
PSB 
PCO 
PSY 
PSY 
PSY 
PSY 
PSY 
PSY 
PSY 
CLP 
DEP 
CLP 
EXP 
INP 
PSY 
PSY 
PSY 
INP 
PSY 
CLP 
CLP 
PSB 
CLP 
CLP 
CLP 
CLP 
INP 
PSY 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
3513 4 14 
3624 3 81 
3703 4 37 
3704 3 23 
3724 3 53 
3742 3 78 
3772 3 397 
3930 3 5 
3951 3 5 
4013 4 8 
4203 4 36 
4604 3 8 
4906 1 1 
4906 3 8 
4906 4 2 
4912 1 1 
4912 2 1 
4912 3 10 
5004 3 19 
5057 3 16 
5166 3 14 
5445 3 11 
6215 3 19 
6216 4 28 
6217 4 15 
6308 3 14 
6317 3 19 
6318 3 9 
6441 3 15 
6445 3 11 
6446 3 17 
6456 3 15 
6457 3 12 
6458 3 14 
6459 3 9 
6605 3 18 
6908 3 1 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
CLP 
PSY 
INP 
INP 
PSY 
INP 
CYP 
CYP 
PSY 
PSY 
PSY 
PSY 
PUB SERV ADM: 
1176 CCJ 
LEA 
PAD 
CCJ 
LEA 
LEA 
LEA 
LEA 
CCJ 
CCJ 
CCJ 
CCJ 
CCJ 
CCJ 
LEA 
CCJ 
GEO 
PAD 
PAD 
PAD 
PAD 
LEA 
LEA 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
6932 2 12 
6938 1 11 
6939 3 9 
6946 3 6 
6946 1 76 
6947 3 5 
6948 2 12 
6948 4 9 
6971 1 82 
6971 2 10 
6971 3 6 
6971 4 12 
2020 4 90 
3001 4 177 
3003 4 173 
3010 4 227 
3011 4 155 
3101 4 73 
3151 4 83 
3201 4 43 
3260 4 68 
3290 4 119 
3300 4 117 
3430 4 41 
3341 4 76 
3451 4 41 
3601 4 115 
3820 4 38 
3905 3 1 
4034 4 35 
4104 4 56 
4110 4 35 
4204 4 34 
4211 4 34 
4301 4 94 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
LEA 
PAD 
PAD 
CCJ 
CCJ 
LEA 
CCJ 
LEA 
CCJ 
CCJ 
LEA 
CCJ 
LEA 
LEA 
CCJ 
CCJ 
LEA 
LEA 
CCJ 
LEA 
PAD 
LEA 
PAD 
PAD 
PAD 
PAD 
PAD 
PAD 
PAD 
PAD 
PAD 
SOC WORK: 
1188 sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4312 4 20 
4414 4 57 
4424 4 53 
4440 4 34 
4481 4 35 
4501 4 95 
4630 4 18 
4801 4 12 
4906 1 3 
4906 2 3 
4906 2 1 
4906 4 3 
4906 3 1 
4906 4 1 
4932 4 19 
4941 4 1 
4941 4 8 
4941 6 3 
4941 8 2 
4941 8 f O 
5806 4 16 
5825 3 5 
6037 4 10 
6227 4 15 
6307 4 16 
6701 4 13 
6908 4 2 
6918 1 12 
6918 2 1 
6918 3 2 
6918 4 1 
3104 3 69 
3110 3 29 
3191 3 35 
3203 3 37 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
sow 
DEAN OFF: 
1110 SSI 
HISTORY: R 
1152 EUH 
EUH 
AMH 
AMH 
LAH 
LAH 
EUH 
EUH 
AMH 
EUH 
AMH 
EUH 
AMH 
AMH 
AMH 
HIS 
AMH 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
3232 3 17 
3300 3 30 
3352 3 41 
4341 3 26 
4343 3 27 
4431 3 33 
4510 9 33 ·· 
4522 3 33 
4602 3 15 
4620 3 30 
4644 3 19 
4654 3 16 
4906 1 2 
4906 3 1 
4912 3 2 
4155 3 16 
2000 3 426 
2001 3 332 
2010 3 511 
2020 3 472 
3021 3 22 
3022 3 15 
3142 3 8 
3235 3 27 
3370 3 23 
3401 3 37 
3402 3 26 
3412 3 17 
3421 3 17 
3930 3 34 
4110 3 13 
4150 3 2 
4211 3 13 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
AMR 
AMR 
AMR 
ASH 
EUR 
EUR 
EUR 
EUR 
AMR 
AMR 
AMR 
EUR 
EUR 
EUR 
AMR 
HIS 
EUR 
AMR 
HIS 
HIS 
POL SCI: 
1180 POS 
INR 
INR 
CPO 
CPO 
POS 
POS 
POS 
POS 
POS 
PUP 
POS 
GEO 
POS 
PUP 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4231 3 30 
4270 3 25 
4311 3 6 
4442 3 25 
4464 3 28 
4502 3 13 
4572 3 18 
4621 3 19 
4906 1 1 
4932 3 43 
5219 3 3 
5238 3 8 
5527 3 4 
5595 3 12 
5907 3 1 
6159 3 4 
6248 3 5 
6918 3 1 
6946 3 2 
6971 1 1 
2041 3 1359 
3002 4 36 
3024 4 24 
3034 4 15 
3103 4 49 
3122 4 32 
3173 4 19 
3233 4 26 
3235 4 28 
3253 4 39 
3314 4 21 
3443 4 18 
3470 4 112 
3703 4 80 
4009 4 9 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
POT 
POT 
CPO 
CPO 
POS 
POS 
POS 
CPO 
INR 
INR 
INR 
POS 
POS 
POS 
CPO 
CPO 
POS 
INR 
POS 
POS 
POS 
CPO 
INR 
PUP 
POS 
POS 
POS 
CPO 
POT 
POS 
POS 
POS 
POS 
POS 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4045 4 16 
4054 4 43 
4123 4 25 
4133 4 22 
4206 4 20 
4252 4 43 
4284 4 66 
4303 4 23 
4335 4 29 
4401 4 40 
4402 4 10 
4412 4 21 
4603 4 36 
4604 4 11 
4643 4 26 
4906 4 1 
4912 3 1 
4932 4 12 
4941 4 4 
4941 5 1 
4941 12 1 
6007 3 12 
6007 3 7 
6007 3 10 
6045 3 9 
6734 3 7 
6746 3 7 
6908 3 1 
6908 2 1 
6908 3 1 
6918 1 1 
6971 1 2 
6971 3 2 
6971 6 1 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
soc & ANTHROP: 
1184 SYG 
ANT 
ANT 
SYO 
SYG 
SYA 
ANT 
ANT 
SYA 
SYP 
SYA 
SYP 
ANT 
ANT 
SYP 
ANT 
SYP 
ANT 
SYP 
SYP 
SYO 
SYD 
ANT 
SYO 
SYO 
SYA 
SYA 
SYP 
ANT 
SYA 
ANT 
SYA 
SYO 
SYA 
SYA 
SYA 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
2000 3 431 
2003 3 208 
3000 3 41 
3000 3 85 
3010 3 99 
3110 3 27 
3142 3 16 
3144 3 5 
3300 4 37 
3300 3 33 
3301 3 32 
3400 3 37 
3410 3 21 
3422 3 18 
3510 3 105 
3512 3 21 
3520 3 86 
3511 3 16 
3530 3 122 
3551 3 20 
3930 3 25 
4020 3 25 
4086 3 15 
4100 3 45 
4400 3 17 
4450 4 31 
4650 3 23 
4730 3 38 
4906 1 1 
4906 2 1 
4906 3 13 
4906 3 5 
4906 3 3 
4906 4 1 
4906 6 1 
4906 8 1 
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FACULTY ALLOCATION MODEL 
DEPARTMENT COURSE 
NAME/CODE PREFIX 
SYA 
SYO 
SYP 
SYP 
SYA 
SYA 
SYA 
SYA 
SYA 
SYA 
SYA 
SYA 
SYA 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 
COURSE DATA BASE 
1983-84 
COURSE 
COURSE CREDIT TOTAL 
NUMBER HOURS HEADS 
4906 9 1 
4906 12 1 
4906 1 1 
4906 4 1 
5907 3 1 
5917 3 1 
6305 3 7 
6455 3 4 
6655 3 3 
6658 3 7 
6908 3 1 
6971 1 8 
6971 3 1 
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